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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 

This report is a resource for businesses, government agencies, and all organizations 
that seek to improve their crisis communication strategies. Researched and written  
by academic and industry experts in crisis communication, the paper:

	 1.	explains the unique challenges of communication in emergency situations

	 2.	outlines critical success factors for effective communication

	 3.	examines videoconferencing as a communication tool to improve  
the results of crisis preparation and response

This report is supported by the results of a survey among 331 crisis professionals  
in a wide variety of industries around the world.

Based on the findings of this report, readers should be able to determine how they can 
best integrate video technology into their crisis communication strategies. They will 
also be able to measure the effectiveness of an investment in video for crisis response 
time and competency.
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INTRODUCTION

 

Human communication is at its most natural when we are in immediate proximity, 
talking and listening to one another face to face. When we see each other, the  
opportunity for dialogue and two-way interaction occurs freely. We are given  
context and non-verbal indicators such as facial expressions and body language  
to help us interpret meaning.

The evolution of technologies (e.g. orthography, telephones, radio, facsimile messages, 
and computer-mediated tools such as e-mail or instant messaging) has isolated us 
from the rich, natural context for human interaction. These devices create challenges 
for comprehension and working together, even in everyday life, because they lack the 
visual element. 

Communication challenges are exacerbated during a crisis when time is short, decisions 
are urgent, information limited, and our opportunities for the rich interaction we require 
are constrained. Pressure is greater during a crisis. Crises have the potential to disrupt 
or destroy normal operational processes, cause financial harm, damage reputations, 
and threaten personal safety. For an enterprise, a crisis can put at risk the continued 
existence of the business itself. These dangers make it essential that an organization 
be prepared for crisis communication well before a crisis ever occurs. 

Ineffective communication has proven to be a major contributor to failures in crisis 
management and disaster recovery. During times of crisis, communication challenges 
can escalate problems into disasters1.  Misunderstandings and lack of coordination can 
waste unnecessary time, money, and human resources. They can damage reputations, 
risk health and safety, and in the worst case, cost people their lives2.  

Sometimes, simply the lack of information or confirmation of information accuracy 
can create widespread problems. The January 2006 “Sago Mine Disaster,” in which a 
group of miners was trapped underground, illustrates this problem.  A misunderstanding 
among the recovery team, which was relying on radio communication and handwritten 
notes, was sequenced to the crisis management center and resulted in false reports of 
“12 miners found alive with one fatality.”  This false information was circulating for 
nearly an hour when the facts of the situation were, grimly, precisely the opposite. 
Unfortunately, the incorrect message spread quickly through the assembled community 
and news media and created even more confusion. The recovery team and crisis  
management center likely would have benefited from multi-cue redundancies (including 
a face-to-face element) in order to confirm the information before passing it along.
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1 (Guarnieri, 2002; Klaene & Sanders, 2006; Ronen, 2006)
2 (Chandler, Wallace, & Feinberg, 2006)
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CRISIS COMMUNICATION CHALLENGES

What makes communication during a crisis so much more difficult than everyday  
interactions? Crises are usually fast- paced, stressful, and urgent situations in which 
critical (sometimes life and death) decisions often have to be made with limited  
or changing information.3

It is important for crisis managers to discern appropriate responses to different types 
of threats. Correctly determining when a crisis situation demands a non-routine  
organizational response is part of their challenge. Complicating successful responses 
to crises are widely held myths that have been pervasive in business culture for a  
long time.4    

As a result, far too many companies are inadequately prepared for crises. Studies  
indicate that only half of large organizations in North America have an effective crisis 
management plan.5  Indeed, a recent study of crisis professionals indicated that as 
many as 80% of companies that do have crisis management plans need to modify 
them in order to accommodate changing world events.6  Even those with plans in 
place have overlooked many of the specific communication problems that typically 
arise during a crisis. 

Crisis communication challenges can be segmented into four main categories:

		  Participation Barriers

		  Command, Control, Coordination (C-3) Inefficiencies

		  Information Quality

		  Collaboration Issues   
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3 (Coombs & Sherry, 2002)
4 (Brewer, Chandler, & Ferrell, 2006, p. 4; King, 2002, p. 244;  
	 Panchant & Mitroff, 1992; Smith, 2005, p. 312; Solomon, 2003)
5 (Solomon, 2003)
6 (Chandler & Wallace, 2002)

Too many organizations operate under 
 the false assumptions that:

	 •	 Crises cannot be planned for

	 •	 Crises cannot happen to us

	 •	 Our organization is safe, secure  and well-run

	 •	 Most crises resolve themselves

	 •	 Crises turn out not to be important

	 •	 Crises are just the cost of doing business

	 •	 Planning for crises is a luxury
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Participation Barriers

	 •	 Relational and liaison barriers7 

	 •	 Motivation/morale  
and stress issues8  

	 •	 Lack of participation  
of all key stakeholders 

	 •	 Inherent communication  
technology weaknesses

Command, Control,  
Coordination (C-3) Inefficiencies

	 •	 Lack of sustained authority

	 •	 Inability to ensure  suitable  
behavioral compliance

	 •	 Incorrect resource deployment

	 •	 Breakdown in logistics  
maintenance

	 •	 Time pressures

Common Crisis Communication Challenges 

7 (King, 2002)
8 (Eckman & Lindlof, 2003)

Information Quality

	 •	 Poor and inadequate  
information exchange

	 •	 Poor reconnaissance  
or information-gathering  
capacities

	 •	 Lack of sustainable  
communication systems  
with rapid feedback 

	 •	 Lack of ability to identify  
relevant and discard  
irrelevant information

	 •	 Inability to convey accurate 
meaning (explicit and implicit)

Collaboration Issues

	 •	 Lack of constructive  
discussion among relevant  
participants during  
decision-making  

	 •	 Lack of collaborative  
decision-making  
opportunities and  
procedural arrangements  

	 •	 Inability to get information  
to and from the right people  
at the right time 

	 •	 Challenges of geographic  
dispersion 
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Participation Barriers

Crises require cross-communication among groups that are not in the same physical 
location and may not interact on a regular basis. Government agencies, businesses, 
health officials, external experts and the public all need to share information in order 
to respond effectively to a large-scale crisis. These groups may not have in-person 
meetings with each other often. They are made up of people who may not know each 
other well and may not have developed an understanding of the non-verbal cues that 
comes from frequent face-to-face contact. 

In place of face-to-face meetings, most organizations tend to rely on communication 
tools such as radio, telephone and email, which do not easily allow for rich, real-time 
interactivity. These tools hinder the natural communication process and require users 
to guess at some of the information, or the context, of what is being shared. These 
technologies are known as “lean” communication channels. 

For everyday situations, lean channels may be sufficient because there is time to confirm 
and reconfirm information. In a crisis, however, lean channels may not allow for all of 
the information essential to response to be communicated. At the same time, in a crisis 
users are under a significant amount of emotional stress. They need to gather and  
decipher information quickly, while potentially facing physical harm. The lean  
communication tools are simply not robust enough to avoid the misinterpretation  
that can result from stress. Rich, natural communication is required.

Command, Control, and Coordination (C-3) Inefficiencies

Command, Control, and Coordination (C-3) operations are difficult to orchestrate  
in the midst of an emergency situation and are often the most challenging aspect  
of a crisis.10  Focus tends to be placed on sending commands, but pitfalls related  
to receiving and understanding information are often unaddressed. C-3 failures  
can result in dire consequences, particularly when subordinates do not receive,  
understand or obey instructions from superiors. 

The reverse is also dangerous. Superiors can also exhibit a similar lack of understanding 
of information presented from the field, often resulting in poor decision making. 

Although command and control may imply a “top-down,” hierarchical view of  
operations management, rarely are C-3 activities executed in a meaningful way  
by individuals wielding unique authority. They are almost always the product  
of a high quality team communicating and coordinating effectively. Therefore,  
C3 operations can benefit from clear communication rules, such as turn-taking  
and clarification of roles and responsibilities.

Point #1 
An effective crisis  
communication plan  
should ensure that  
response groups  
communicate with  
each other on a regular  
basis prior to any crises. 
Familiarity (experience,  
practice, tests, etc.)  
with people, tools,  
communication  
modalities, and the  
plan, reflects the  
importance of pre- 
crisis communication  
to enhance crisis  
communication. 

Point #2
During a crisis, there  
are times when it is  
important to utilize  
rich media  
communication  
channels to enhance  
communication  
effectiveness  
(including feedback,  
participation, stress  
monitoring, and  
non-verbal cues)

   9 (Davis & Gilman, 2002; Hale, 1997; Weiner, 2006)  
10 (Chandler, Blue et al., 2006; Coombs, 1999)
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Information Quality

 

Ineffective crisis teams can suffer from inadequate information exchange. This may  
be the result of poor reconnaissance or information-gathering capacities, either due  
to human error or technology limitations in reaching the information source. They 
may lack sustainable communication systems with rapid feedback.  Without a feed-
back11 loop, it is difficult for teams to identify relevant information and discard  
irrelevant information. Teams need to practice gathering and sorting through  
information prior to any crisis in order to quickly identify what is the most essential.

Collaboration Issues

High success rates in crisis response have traditionally been associated with team  
response12 as opposed to individual response.  Coordination, trust, and diversity of  
information all can contribute either to a team’s success or to its failure during a crisis 
event. The effective team is the one that “optimizes the processes for getting, storing, 
retrieving, allocating, manipulating, interpreting, and discarding information.”13 

Teams, however, have additional coordination overhead that cannot be ignored. 
Among the most predictable challenges in sustaining effective team communication 
are 1) distributed personnel, including decision makers and actors, 2) distributed  
decision-making processes, 3) distributed information exchange networks, and 4) 
overlapping systems requiring coordination.14  These challenges make it extremely  
difficult for a team to come to a fully-informed decision that involves all of the key 
stakeholders. 

In crisis situations, teams may be even more distributed than usual. Travel disruptions 
may occur at the very time when rich and extensive face-to-face interaction is most  
imperative to manage the situation. During a pandemic, for example, quarantines  
may keep people inside their houses. Natural disasters may make roads or public 
transportation inaccessible. Such distribution can lead to confusion and ineffective  
crisis response.

Researchers Mortensen and Hinds contend that “geographically distributed teams 
also may find it more challenging to clarify misunderstandings and work out difficulties. 
Therefore, the likelihood of such issues developing into full-blown conflict within  
distributed teams is higher.”15  Indeed, the rhythm of face-to-face decision making  
appears to be a desired behavior that is utilized in co-located teams and distributed 
teams alike.16
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Point #3 
An effective crisis  
communication plan  
should make roles and  
responsibilities clear 
so that processes are  
well understood and  
all parties are included  
in time of crisis.

Point #4 
An effective crisis  
communication plan  
should use all available 
methods to gather  
information directly  
from the field and  
confirm critical  
information with  
a feedback loop.

11 (Hale, 1997; Majchrzak et al., 2005)
12 (King, 2002; Pearson & Clair, 1998)
13 (Cameron & Whetton, 1983, p. 60)
14 (Athans, Ducot, & Tenney, 1980; Majchrzak et al., 2005)
15 (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001, p. 218)
16 (Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000)
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Various factors have been found to impact team effectiveness negatively. Such factors 
include insufficient time, lack of information resources, procedural conflict, poor group 
leadership, uninterested and unmotivated members, no organizational assistance,  
no financial compensation and changing organizational expectations.17  The normal 
checks and balances that are provided by more time, routine meetings, less stress,  
and extended face-to-face interaction are often missing in crises, leading to poor  
team performance. Even the most experienced teams can display divisiveness, 
“groupthink,” personality dominance, inaccurate group perceptions, and poor  
information disclosure. 

The strength of teams is found in the input of different points of views, challenges,  
and even disagreements that provoke the team toward better decisions and actions. 
Diversity of perspectives can be utilized as a powerful resource. On the other hand, 
teams need to be focused on common objectives and work together closely to ensure 
that fragmentation does not derail them. In order to avoid unhealthy divisiveness,  
a common understanding of the problem and procedures is necessary for effective  
crisis management.18

One key factor in avoiding the divisiveness problem is trust. Trust has long been  
associated with what makes work in organizations possible.19  Familiarity with team 
members allows both centralized and distributed teams to be better prepared for  
problem solving, information evaluation and task delegation. It is promising that  
the level of trust in distributed teams may approach that of centralized teams given 
enough time and the right communication tools.

Among the goals for teamwork during crises is to achieve the optimal level of interaction 
so that the team sustains its cohesion and coordination. However, the team must also 
retain the “tension” of challenging different points of view, critically assessing proposed 
decisions, and maintaining a healthy sensibility about the limitations of the team itself. 
While cohesion can make a group strong, it can also increase a tendency to slip into 
“groupthink,” whereby proposals are uncritically accepted by team members who 
don’t want to “rock the boat” by challenging the prevailing opinion. Team cohesion  
is often substituted for more a more rational decision process afforded by more  
diverse views. 

The very nature of crisis situations makes them conducive to “groupthink.” High 
stress levels, time pressures, a team’s need for sustained high levels of cohesiveness, 
the urgency for a solution to problems, as well as the use of only lean communication 
tools can limit a team’s interaction (and healthy disagreements). These characteristics, 
along with the probability that crisis team leaders are in that role because of their  
perceived expertise, increases the danger of “groupthink” during crises.20
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17 (King, 2002, p. 239) 
18 (Horsley & Barker, 2002)
19 (Wilson, Straus, & McEvily, 2006)
20 (Schiano & Weiss, 2006)

Point #5 
Communication that  
builds mutual trust among 
team members should  
be a key planning focus  
long before a crisis occurs.

Point #6 
An effective communication 
plan should address  
potential problems inherent 
in group dynamics. While  
ensuring that the team  
has cohesive objectives,  
crisis managers should  
be sure to provide outlets  
for team members to  
express disagreement,  
ask questions, and 
(re)evaluate assumptions.
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Many de-briefing sessions of poor decision-making groups uncover individuals who 
were silent (while disagreeing) because they did not want to appear to “break up”  
the harmony of the team. This silence could be caused by self-censorship of personal 
opinions or the vetting of critical information from outside sources. Some of the decision-
making breakdowns that led to the space shuttle Columbia disaster have been attributed 
to critical information that was in fact known, but not utilized in the decision-making 
process.21  

In addition to divisiveness and groupthink, teams can also suffer from the personality 
dominance of certain individuals. When a single member or subset of the group  
becomes too dominant, information may not be fully disclosed and false assumptions 
may be made. An over-reliance on personal judgment and reduced contributions of 
team input will cause some leaders, using directed leadership styles, to fail to recognize 
that what appears to be consensus among the team is in fact merely fragmented silence.22 
This tendency is particularly problematic in geographically dispersed teams.23  No crisis 
handler wants to be hampered by the “paralysis of over-analysis.” However, as in the 
case of Columbia, quick decisions are often made by individuals that do not or will not 
take the additional time needed. These groups have suffered the consequences of  
inefficiencies, losses of financial opportunities and sometimes even human life. 

APPLICATION OF VIDEOCONFERENCING TO CRISIS COMMUNICATION

We have identified the pitfalls that can render organizations ineffective during a crisis 
and outlined how well thought out crisis communications plans can assist in preparing  
a team to respond. Most importantly, we have seen how the richness of face-to-face 
communication provides crisis teams with the resources they need in order to gather 
and act on information. In-person, face-to-face communication is not always possible, 
however, and under crisis circumstances may be even more difficult to achieve. It is 
therefore essential that crisis managers and business continuity planners seek tools 
that can achieve the most natural, rich communication possible. By incorporating the 
face-to-face element into their communication strategies from the outset, planners 
will find that in the event of a crisis, teams will be able to act more quickly, more  
accurately, and deliver more effective results. 
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21 (Tompkins, 2005)
22 (Henningsen et al., 2006)
23 (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001)
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Business-quality videoconferencing provides a rich communication channel for crisis 
response. Unlike lean channels such as radio, telephone, and e-mail, it provides the 
natural, face-to-face element that is so essential for success.  As an information-gathering 
tool, videoconferencing allows for accurate reconnaissance straight from the field.  
By providing real-time interactivity, video reduces the chances of misinterpretation 
and allows for immediate confirmation of information. The capacity for simultaneous, 
multi-site video connections among dispersed team members and multiple stake-
holder groups helps create a cohesive, coordinated crisis response. In addition,  
regardless of location, experts can be brought into the crisis response team and  
aid in the decision-making process.

Given an option during a crisis, reverting to a leaner media (text or audio only channels) 
makes no more sense than using less than the best personnel available. In general,  
the more “rich” the interaction and the more natural and free from artificial constraints 
of “lean” channels, the more effective the quality of the communication will be. 

As we have demonstrated, teams that have built a level of trust and unity tend to respond 
more quickly and accurately to uncertain circumstances. The ability to “see” other 
people when communicating has been proven to establish trust, help participants  
remember information, and ensure accountability. By providing a rich communication 
experience in which more than just data is conveyed, visual interaction can improve 
teamwork during crises. Selecting technology that supports the highly interactive 
group processes such as brainstorming, idea evaluation and consensus-building is 
critical.24 Specific training on the use of visual technology to achieve the cohesion/ 
diversity balance in a team and monitor for “groupthink” tendencies should also help 
crisis teams monitor and correct for the dysfunctional tendencies of group dynamics.

THE ROLE OF THE BUSINESS CONTINUITY PLANNER

The communication benefits of visual technologies point back to the importance of  
actively working on a crisis communication plan that prepares teams for response well 
before a crisis ever occurs. Business continuity planners and information technology 
experts must work together to decide what is best for their organization. Together, they 
should build a strategy of training and adoption of rich technologies so that they become 
a standard part of day-to-day communication as well as enable success during  
emergency situations. 

Planners should take an active role in the selection and implementation of communication 
technologies in order to ensure that their organizational needs and objectivese met. 
With the above six points for crisis communication in mind, crisis experts should test 
any communication solution to be sure that it provides the rich, natural interaction 
necessary for success.
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24 (Hale, 1997, p. 252)



Six Points for Improving Crisis Communication Plans

The Application of Visual Communication for Effective Crisis Response

p. 11/12

03 2007                                   continuity

 TANDBERG 

WHITE PAPER 

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Robert C. Chandler, Ph.D. is a professor and chair in the  
communication division at the Center for Communication  
and Business at Pepperdine University. He is an expert in  
organizational, business, and crisis communication, including 
communication priorities for pandemics and other public 
health crises. In addition, he specializes in aspects of communi-
cation such as behavioral and psychometric assessment and 
appraisal, leadership, multicultural diversity, organizational 
integrity, employee ethical conduct, and business ethics.  
He is a frequent speaker and trainer in a wide range of organi-
zational and corporate communication settings. Dr. Chandler 
is an accomplished scholar and has written over 100 academic 
and professional papers for over 40 publications. He is the  
author or co-author of several books including Crisis 
Communication Planning, Terrorism: How Can Business 
Continuity Cope?, and Managing the Risks for Corporate 
Integrity: How to Survive an Ethical Misconduct Disaster.

J.D. Wallace, Ph.D is an Associate Professor of communication 
at Lubbock Christian University and formerly the chair of the 
Human Communication and Technology Division of the 
National Communication Association. He is an expert in  
organizational communication, training and development 
techniques, computer-mediated communication, virtual 
teams, assessment, and appraisal. His most recent publications 
have been in the areas of avian flu, data-drilling and online  
research methods. 

Scott Feinberg is an expert on the visual communication  
industry and focuses on its applications for the public sector 
and business continuity markets. A former award-winning 
broadcast journalist, Mr. Feinberg currently works with 
TANDBERG, a global leader in visual communication and  
producer of videoconferencing technology since 1989.  
Mr. Feinberg has made presentations to many international 
audiences on the topic of visual communication during a  
crisis.  He has a B.A. in Speech Communication from the 
University of Minnesota.

ABOUT TANDBERG

TANDBERG is a leading global provider of visual communication 
products and services. The company has dual headquarters in 
New York and Norway and provides sales, support and value-
added services in more than 90 countries worldwide. 

TANDBERG has experience designing videoconferencing  
solutions for crisis communication. We work closely with 
Federal and local government agencies, hospitals, schools  
and businesses that are putting together crisis communication 
plans. We offer a wide range of video endpoints, including  
immersive telepresence suites, boardroom applications, 
home-office desktop and Web-based solutions, and robust, 
flexible units for the field. The TANDBERG Total Solution also 
includes infrastructure and management tools that create a 
collaborative visual experience, future-proof your investment, 
and help you measure results. 

Our solutions integrate seamlessly with other business  
continuity technologies, such as telephone, e-mail, instant 
messaging, PDAs, and Web conferencing. TANDBERG video 
can be implemented securely over IP, ISDN, satellite, and 3G 
networks, to help you respond in a variety of settings. What’s 
more, diagnosis and troubleshooting of your video systems 
can occur remotely, so that you can manage your systems 
from anywhere your IT department may be.

Please visit www.tandberg.com for more information.

http://www.ivci.com/videoconferencing_tandberg.html


Six Points for Improving Crisis Communication Plans

The Application of Visual Communication for Effective Crisis Response

p. 12/12

03 2007                                   continuity

 TANDBERG 

WHITE PAPER 

Athans, M., Ducot, E. R., & Tenney, R. R. (1980).  
C3 System Theory: Command and Coordination.  
Paper presented at the Third MIT/ONR Workshop  
on Distributed Information and Decision Systems 
Motivated by Command-Control-Communications (C3) 
Problems:, Massachusetts Inst of Tech Cambridge Lab 
for Information and Decision Systems.

Brewer, L., Chandler, R., & Ferrell, O. C. (2006) 
Managing Risks for Corporate Integrity: How to  
Survive and Ethical Misconduct Disaster. Mason,  
OH: Thompson.

Cameron, K. S., & Whetton, D. A. (1983). 
Organizational Effectiveness: A Comparison of 
Multiple Models. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Chandler, R. C., Blue, M. R., Roberts, J.,  
& Wingard, M. (2006). Crisis Communication Planning: 
Sustaining Effective Corporate Communication During 
Disasters, Emergencies And Critical Events St. Louis, 
MO: Richard C. Arnold.

Chandler, R. C., & Wallace, J. D. (2002). What Disaster 
Recovery Experts were Thinking Just after the Attacks. 
Disaster Recovery Journal 15(1), 31-37.

Chandler, R. C., Wallace, J. D., & Feinberg, S. (2006). 
Key Communication Aspects for Crises, Disasters,  
and Emergency Situations: Tandberg, inc.

Chong, M. (2006). A crisis of epidemic proportions: What 
communication lessons can practitioners learn from 
the Singapore SARS crisis? Public Relations Quarterly, 
51(1), 6.

Coombs, W. T. (1999). Ongoing Crisis Communication: 
Planning, Managing and Responding Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.

Coombs, W. T., & Sherry, J. H. (2002). Helping crisis 
managers protect reputational assets. Management 
Communication Quarterly : McQ, 16(2), 165.

Davis, S. C., & Gilman, A. D. (2002). Communications 
coordination. Risk Management, 49(8), 38.

Dynes, R. R., & Quaranelli, E. L. (1977). Organizational 
Communications and Decision Making in Crises 
(Notes/Report 17): Disaster Research Center.

Eckman, A., & Lindlof, T. (2003). Negotiating the Gray 
Lines: an ethnographic case study of organizational 
conflict between advertorials and news. Journalism 
Studies, 4(1), 65.

Fall, L. T. (2004). The increasing role of public relations 
as a crisis management function: An empirical exami-
nation of communication restrategising efforts among 
destination organisation managers in the wake of 11th 
September, 2001. Journal of Vacation Marketing,  
10(3), 238.

Fearn-Banks, K. (1996). Crisis Communication:  
A Case Book Approach. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.

Fish, R. S., Kraut, R. E., Root, R. W., & Rice, R. E. (1993). 
Video as a Technology for Informal Communication. 
Communications of the ACM, 36(1), 48-61.

Guarnieri, P. S. (2002). Creating a knowledge-based 
first-responder force. Signal, 56(9), 41.

Hale, J. (1997). A layered communication architecture 
for the support of crisis response. Journal of 
Management Information Systems, 14(1), 235.

Henningsen, D. D., Henningsen, M. L. M., Eden, J.,  
& Cruz, M. G. (2006). Examining the Symptoms  
of Groupthink and Retrospective Sensemaking.  
Small Group Research, 37(1), 36.

Hinds, P. J., & Bailey, D. E. (2003). Out of Sight,  
Out of Sync: Understanding Conflict in Distributed 
Teams. Organization Science, 14(6), 615-632.

Horsley, J. S., & Barker, R. T. (2002). Toward a synthesis 
model for crisis communication in the public sector. 
Journal of Business and Technical Communication, 
16(4), 406.

King, G., III. (2002). Crisis management & team  
effectiveness: A closer examination. Journal  
of Business Ethics, 41(3), 235.

Klaene, B., & Sanders, R. (2006). Command post  
protocol. NFPA Journal, 100(2), 34.

Leonard, M., Graham, S., & Bonacum, D. (2004).  
The human factor: the critical importance of  
effective teamwork and communication in  
providing safe care (Vol. 13, pp. i85-90).

Majchrzak, A., Malhotra, A., & John, R. (2005). 
Perceived Individual Collaboration Know-How 
Development Through Information Technology-
Enabled Contextualization: Evidence from Distributed 
Teams. Information Systems Research, 16(1), 9-27.

Maznevski, M. L., & Chudoba, K. M. (2000). Bridging 
Space Over Time: Global Virtual Team Dynamics and 
Effectiveness. Organization Science, 11(5), 473.

Mortensen, M., & Hinds, P. J. (2001). CONFLICT AND 
SHARED IDENTITY IN GEOGRAPHICALLY 
DISTRIBUTED TEAMS, International Journal of  
Conflict Management (1997-2002) (Vol. 12, pp. 212): 
Center for Advanced Studies in Management.

Panchant, T. C., & Mitroff, I. (1992). Transforming the  
crisis prone organization: Preventing individual, organi-
zational and environmental tragedies. San Fransisco: 
Josey-Bass.

Pearson, C. M., & Clair, J. A. (1998). Reframing crisis 
management. Academy of Management. The 
Academy of Management Review, 23(1), 59.

Perry, D. C., Taylor, M., & Doerfel, M. L. (2003). Internet-
based communication in crisis management. 
Management Communication Quarterly : 
McQ, 17(2), 206.

Ronen, Y. (2006). IAI’s New Crisis Management System 
Possibly Headed For South American Cities. Defense 
Daily, 231(24), 1.

Ropeik, D. (2006). Best Practices Response. Journal  
of Applied Communication Research, 34(3), 253-256.

Sandman, P. M. (2006). Crisis Communication Best 
Practices: Some Quibbles and Additions. Journal  
of Applied Communication Research, 34(3), 257-262.

Schiano, W., & Weiss, J. W. (2006). Y2K all over again: 
How groupthink permeates IS and compromises  
security. Business Horizons, 49(2), 115-125.

Smith, D. (2005). Business (not) as usual: crisis man-
agement, service recovery and the vulnerability of  
organisations. The Journal of Services Marketing, 
19(5), 309.

Solomon, M. (2003). How to Protect Your Systems 
When Disaster Strikes. Bank Technology News, 16(5), 41.

Tidwell, L. C., & Walther, J. B. (2002). Computer-
Mediated Communication Effects on Disclosure, 
Impressions, and Interpersonal Evaluations. Human 
Communication Research, 28(3), 317.

Tompkins, P. (2005). Apollo, Challenger, Columbia: The 
Decline of the Space Program. Los Angeles: Roxbury.

Wang, J. (2005). Consumer nationalism and corporate 
reputation management in the global era. Corporate 
Communications, 10(3), 223.

Weiner, D. (2006). Crisis Communications: Managing 
corporate reputation in the court of public opinion.  
Ivey Business Journal Online, 1-6.

Wilson, J. M., Straus, S. G., & McEvily, B. (2006). All in 
due time: The development of trust in computer- 
mediated and face-to-face teams. Organizational 
Behavior & Human Decision Processes, 99(1), 16-33.

Copyright © 2007 TANDBERG. All rights reserved.

REFERENCES


