UNIVERSITY OF AMSTERDAM
X

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Cultural insights for the READINESS framework: A qualitative study of
practitioner and scholar perspectives

Shivers, Brittany N.; Jin, Yan; Wang, Yijing; Gracey, River; Coombs, W. Timothy; van der
Meer, Toni G.L.A.

DOI
10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632

Publication date
2025

Document Version
Final published version

Published in
Public Relations Review

License
CC BY-NC-ND

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):

Shivers, B. N., Jin, Y., Wang, Y., Gracey, R., Coombs, W. T., & van der Meer, T. G. L. A.
(2025). Cultural insights for the READINESS framework: A qualitative study of practitioner
and scholar perspectives. Public Relations Review, 51(5), Article 102632.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632

General rights

It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations

If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, P.O. Box 19185, 1000 GD Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

You will be contacted as soon as possible.
UVA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

Download date:14 Oct 2026


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632
https://handle.uba.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/cultural-insights-for-the-readiness-framework-a-qualitative-study-of-practitioner-and-scholar-perspectives(f03ad243-6c62-4ea0-b656-cad1fdda36dd).html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632

Public Relations Review 51 (2025) 102632

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

§ Public
Relations [

Public Relations Review

o %

ELSEVIER

journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/pubrev

Check for

Cultural insights for the READINESS framework: A qualitative study of iz
practitioner and scholar perspectives

a,”

Brittany N. Shivers , Yan Jin?, Grace Mains?, Yijing Wang ", River Gracey ",
W. Timothy Coombs®, Toni G.L.A. van der Meer *

& University of Georgia, Athens, GA, USA

b Erasmus University Rotterdam, Rotterdam, Netherlands

¢ Centre for Crisis & Risk Communications, Calgary, Canada
d University of Amsterdam, Amsterdam, Netherlands

ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords:

READINESS

Crisis management
Organizational culture

Crisis communication leadership

Preparing and becoming “ready” for a crisis is a sticky endeavor. Organizations must adapt and overcome ob-
stacles to effectively manage and engage crises. According to Jin et al.’s (2025) READINESS framework,
READINESS is distinct from preparedness and resilience. Specifically, READINESS is a mindset indicating a desire
to engage with crisis preparation and execute a crisis response. The purpose of this study is to examine the role of
culture in READINESS, indicators of READINESS, attributes of crisis management leadership, and how an or-
ganization can build and strengthen READINESS. Twenty-six crisis communication experts (scholars and prac-
titioners) responded to questions either in a focus group or in-depth interview format. Key findings include the
importance of an organization being prepared and building and fostering a culture of READINESS before a crisis.
Furthermore, cultural differences, such as organizational culture and national culture(s) surrounding a company,
can impact how READINESS is carried out. Still, the base concept remains the same regardless of culture. Lastly,
acting quickly, seeing the “big picture,” and exerting emotional intelligence exemplify optimal crisis manage-
ment leadership, contributing to organizational culture and crisis READINESS. This work has implications for
crisis leaders, informing them how to build and strengthen READINESS in their organizations. This study aims to
be a stepping stone for future work in which researchers can develop a READINESS measure for application in
the crisis management industry.

Culture can be tricky to navigate in complex situations calling for
quick, decisive, and effective crisis communication. Culture impacts
humans’ perceptions of crisis severity, which can further impact emo-
tions processes, crisis spillover, and crisis response (Frijda & Mesquita,
1994; Wang & Laufer, 2020; Wang et al., 2024). Scholars have
increasingly recognized the value of culture in crisis management, as
evidenced by studies such as Liu and Pompper (2012), Lim (2020), and
Low et al. (2011), as well as the edited volume Culture and Crisis
Communication: Transboundary Cases from Nonwestern Perspectives
(George & Kwansah-Aidoo, 2017). Building on this body of work, the
current research contributes to the literature by focusing specifically on
crisis READINESS through a cultural lens, which is a less explored yet
critical dimension of crisis management.

Bidney (1946) defines “human culture” as “the process and product
of the cultivation of the potentialities of human nature and the natural
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environment for the satisfaction of basic psychosocial needs and aspi-
rations” (p. 535). This definition of culture can be applied to crisis
communication, as crises are caused by both humans and natural di-
sasters. This is evident in the wake of Hurricanes Helene and Milton
blowing through Florida and the Southeastern United States in October
2024. As the hurricanes brought devastation and loss to these areas, so
too did misinformation proliferate about these natural disasters (Goldin,
2024). On one end, the hurricanes were crises caused by nature, but the
crisis of misinformation is caused in part by human culture.

Jin et al. (2025) emphasize the duality of READINESS as both a
process and outcome in their READINESS framework, just as Bidney
(1946) emphasizes human culture as both a process and an outcome.
Crisis communication researchers have underexamined culture in the
development of many prominent crisis communication theories despite
the importance of culture in how publics and individuals perceive risks,

Received 21 November 2024; Received in revised form 10 September 2025; Accepted 11 September 2025

Available online 25 September 2025

0363-8111/© 2025 The Author(s). Published by Elsevier Inc. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-

nec-nd/4.0/).


https://orcid.org/0009-0007-4327-6823
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-4327-6823
mailto:brittany.shivers@uga.edu
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/03638111
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/pubrev
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.pubrev.2025.102632&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

B.N. Shivers et al.

threats, crises, and crisis response (Coombs & Laufer, 2018). Moreover,
Dhanesh and Sriramesh (2018) argue that “multinationals that ignore
culture will be forced to pay a heavy price both in terms of reputation
and the bottom line” (p. 204). Our goal is to understand the role of
culture in the new READINESS framework (Jin et al., 2025).

In their foundational concept paper introducing the READINESS
model, Jin et al. (2024) explain that READINESS is “a keystone concept,
connected with organizational crisis preparedness and resilience, yet
also going beyond via the focus on multilevel efficacy and mindset in a
dynamic process” (p. 11). READINESS is distinguished from pre-crisis
knowledge, skills, training, and resources that are more characteristic
of Jin and colleagues’ definition of preparedness (Jin et al., 2024; Jin
et al., 2025). Crisis communication practitioners often mention pre-
paredness and resilience as keys to dealing with crises effectively,
including sticky crises and large-scale crises (Ezzahid et al., 2022; Jin
et al., 2017; Jin et al., 2024; McConnell & Drennan, 2006; Reber et al.,
2021; Zerfass et al., 2010). Jin et al. (2024) assert that preparedness and
resilience are essential to crisis management but go beyond these terms,
using them as building blocks to form the READINESS framework.

The previous work developing the crisis READINESS framework
raises questions, which we aim to address in this article. First, in Jin
et al. ’s (2025) article there is a call for future research on the indicators
of READINESS-that is how an organization knows they are ready via
observable or measurable indications of that READINESS. There is a
clear, established definition of READINESS as we mentioned above, but
insights from the expert sample were unclear, specifically regarding
indicators (Jin et al., 2025).

Second, Jin et al. (2025) argue that effective crisis leadership is
critical to ensuring READINESS. They theorize about the attributes of
crisis communication leadership that would exemplify READINESS,
though empirical evidence supporting these theory-driven claims is still
lacking (Jin et al., 2025).

Third, one of the larger goals of the READINESS framework is to
“create a tangible, practical tool that organizations can use,” so they can
“enhance their crisis management capabilities” (Jin et al., 2025, p. 14).
To that end, it is necessary to understand how organizations can build
and strengthen READINESS. Understanding this can take READINESS
out of the abstract theorizing space and into the space of practical
application for professionals in the industry.

Driven by these questions left unanswered in the initial development
of the READINESS framework and the importance of answering them for
theory and practice, we conducted a qualitative study via interviews and
focus groups of scholarly and industry experts in crisis management.
These expert insights from an established crisis thought leadership
group allow for us to gain rich insights toward our study’s objectives,
which are to understand (1.) the role of culture in READINESS, (2.) the
observable and/or measurable indicators of READINESS, (3.) the attri-
butes of crisis leadership conducive to READINESS, and (4.) how orga-
nizations can strengthen and build READINESS.

This work has practical implications for crisis leaders by informing
them how they can build and strengthen READINESS in their organi-
zations while also considering culture. We strive to bridge the gap be-
tween academia and industry to provide applicable advice that crisis
leaders can implement in dealing with crises. We hope this work can be a
stepping stone for future work in which researchers can develop a
READINESS measure for application in the crisis management industry.

1. Literature review and conceptual framework
1.1. The READINESS conceptual model and theory considerations

The READINESS model is rooted in the academia-industry collabo-
rative research efforts in advancing crisis communication theory and
practice via the Crisis Communication Think Tank (CCTT) approach
(Jin, 2023). Established in 2018 at the University of Georgia in the
United States, the CCTT is “a thought leadership entity joined by leading
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practitioners and scholars” (Jin, 2023, p. 968). It aims to “build
academia-industry collaborations through dialogue on emerging topics
and co-creation of evidence-based advice for next-generation crisis
management theory and practice” (Jin, 2023, p. 968).

The CCTT began considering the concept of READINESS when the
potential value of the concept was raised at its 2023 annual meeting.
Many corporations, non-profits, and government agencies had been
adopting the term without clarifying its meaning. This spawned an effort
to refine READINESS and improve its utility for crisis managers. The
refinement resulted in the creation of the READINESS model (Jin et al.,
2025). The development of the READINESS model began by considering
the contributions of the contingency theory of strategic conflict man-
agement and situational crisis communication theory (SCCT) to crisis
communication. The two theories emphasize understanding a threat to
contextualize a crisis to determine the optimal crisis interventions
(Coombs, 2007; Coombs & Holladay, 2002; Pang et al., 2023a; Pang
et al., 2023b). An optimal crisis intervention would fulfill the critical
tasks assigned to the crisis team and help those affected. In a broad
sense, the two theories guide crisis engagement—the words and actions
comprising the organization’s reaction to the crisis.

While useful for crisis managers, neither theory grapples with the
willingness to engage a crisis but assumes that is what crisis managers
will do. To address this gap, we draw on the U.S. military’s conceptu-
alization of readiness as an avenue for exploring the desire and ability
for crisis engagement. The U.S. military defines readiness as “the mili-
tary’s capacity to engage in combat and fulfill assigned missions and
tasks” (Institute for Defense & Business, nd, paral). The U.S. military
links readiness to success in a cause-effect relationship. The capacity to
engage should result in successfully completing missions and tasks. The
READINESS model defines READINESS as “the mental state of being
willing to engage the crisis” (Jin et al., 2024, p. 1). Contingency theory
and SCCT facilitate achieving crisis team tasks and missions once the
crisis is engaged. READINESS is about developing the desire and the
ability to engage crises, thereby applying to the entire crisis manage-
ment process.

The READINESS model is built on three pillars: multilevel efficacy,
mindset, and dynamic process (see Fig. 1) (Jin et al., 2024). Early dis-
cussions of readiness in crisis management (e.g., Reilly, 1987) focus on
organizational efficacy—the belief that the organization can enact the
behavior necessary to produce a positive outcome for the crisis man-
agement effort. The READINESS model takes a multilevel approach to
efficacy. Self-efficacy is the foundation of the multilevel approach.
Self-efficacy is when people believe they can complete the requisite
tasks and that task completion will result in a favorable outcome

(Bandura, 1997).

READINESS

=

Mindset |—

Multilevel Efficacy +— Dynamic Process

v

Threats  Risks  Conflicts Crises Sticky Crises

Fig. 1. READINESS model(Jin et al., 2024).
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The next level is the crisis team efficacy, a form of collective efficacy
(Bandura, 1997). The crisis team as a unit must believe in its ability to
execute the requisite tasks to produce an optimal crisis outcome. Crisis
team efficacy is the collective belief of the crisis team. Organizational
efficacy is the final level and another form of collective efficacy. Orga-
nizational efficacy relates to beliefs that the organization will provide
the support and resources necessary to manage the crisis.

1.2. Considering crisis management leadership for READINESS

The right mindset is an essential element of crisis leadership.
Emotional intelligence, attitude, and mental adaptability build the
foundation of this mindset. Crises are emotional situations for everyone
involved (Jin et al., 2012; Niu et al., 2025), including constituents
experiencing the crisis through various media channels. Crisis leaders
must recognize and respond to the emotions that various constituent
groups are experiencing if the organization is to communicate effec-
tively with those constituents. The various constituent groups include
but are not limited to those negatively affected by the crisis (crisis sur-
vivors), the crisis management team, and organizational employees.
Emotional leadership becomes critical in crises (Jin, 2010).

Attitude relates to the affective aspect of crises. Crisis leaders can
influence the attitude the organization is communicating during a crisis.
Graffeo and Jin (2024) posited the criticality of communicating an
attitude of humility in a crisis. There is value in humility and modesty in
crisis communication (an indicator of attitude). Humility should act to
decrease the negative emotions constituents feel toward the
organization-in-crisis and foster a sense of trust (Graffeo & Jin, 2024).

The READINESS model defines mental adaptability as the “ability
and willingness to cognitively and affectively adapt to an ongoing sit-
uation” (Jin et al., 2025, p. 5). Mental adaptability is composed of
self-efficacy, organizational trust (belief in the organization’s approach
to crisis management), confidence (in the ability of the crisis team and
organization to manage the crisis), and optimism (belief the final
outcome will be positive) (Jin et al., 2025). Mental adaptability is crit-
ical because crises evolve and situations change rapidly. As emotional
leadership and mental adaptability are crucial to effective crisis man-
agement, it is logical to also consider what attributes of crisis manage-
ment leadership demonstrate READINESS for crises. The capability of
leaders to respond dynamically to crises could be one crucial attribute of
leadership demonstrating READINESS.

Dynamic capabilities become a valued commodity during a crisis
because they help managers to navigate disruption and uncertainty.
That is why the READINESS model takes a process view of crisis man-
agement. Dynamic capabilities are the organization’s ability to recon-
figure internal and external resources to meet the demands of a changing
environment (Teece et al., 1997). Employing dynamic capabilities re-
quires managers to sense a threat or opportunity, have the capacity to
act on an opportunity or threat, and have the ability to reconfigure
organizational resources (Frandsen & Johansen, 2017).

1.3. READINESS, preparedness, and resilience: distinct but related
concepts

The READINESS model establishes an intricate connection with
preparation and resilience (Jin et al., 2025). We posit that READINESS,
preparation, and resilience are all processes and dynamic capabilities.
Preparation captures the anticipatory nature of crisis management.
Preparation includes assessing risks, developing crisis plans, creating
crisis teams, and training (Coombs, 2023). Although READINESS and
preparation are distinct concepts, preparation is critical to developing
READINESS (Jin et al., 2025). People must be trained in the skills and
abilities necessary to manage a crisis if they are to believe in and utilize
those skills and abilities to manage a crisis—to be “ready.” Resilience
captures the ability to bounce back during and to recover from a crisis.
Moreover, resilience can be developed through training (preparation)
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and offers some guidance on refining preparation efforts (Jin et al.,
2024).

READINESS, preparation, and resilience are outcomes and processes
(Jin et al., 2024). This is called the process-outcome duality. At some
point, organizations must assess each of the three concepts. Without
proper assessment, managers are just guessing if they and the necessary
people are ready, prepared, or resilient. For instance, the U.S. military
has developed a detailed system for assessing readiness (Department of
the Army, 2021). Assessment is a moment in time within the larger
process. Assessments can produce an outcome in the form of a score for
READINESS, preparation, and resilience. However, we can never be too
ready, too prepared, or too resilient. Therefore, the process of building
these three factors is continuous. All three factors are needed as crisis
managers face increasingly more complex crises (Reber et al., 2021).

1.4. The capability of building and strengthening READINESS

According to Ezzahid et al. (2022), readiness is essential in
addressing emerging known and unknown risks (e.g., epidemics, eco-
nomic crises, disasters, wars, terrorism, cyber-attacks) based on (1)
system capacity building and (2) vulnerability source identification that
could amplify the negative crisis consequences. The readiness core for
strength/capability building in order to mitigate and manage large-scale
crisis consequences, from a policy standpoint, is comprised of (p. 558):
(1) “components and interactions of its society (social sphere),” (2)
“values that bind and tie the members of the society together (societal
sphere),” (3) “tangible and intangible resources at its disposal (sphere of
resources),” (4) “institutions which frame and shape decision-making in
the political sphere (sphere of the governmental or institutional appa-
ratus),” (5) “the legitimacy of the governing groups (ideological sphere),
” and (6) “elite leadership now and here at the command (the sphere of
leadership).” As Ezzahid et al. (2022) emphasized, the preparedness of
countries for large-scale crises “goes far beyond the material conception
of resources and availability of other valuable intangible resources” (p.
558).

In a similar vein in the crisis management area (applicable to team,
organization, industry, country level considerations) such a need for
readiness is echoed in Jin et al.’s new READINESS framework (Jin et al.,
2024, 2025), which serves as a framework for organizations and leaders
to examine critical crisis, risk, and conflict issues on a global scale. To
tackle these crisis challenges, organizations and industries across sectors
and countries must build and strengthen READINESS to better see
around the corner and take actions effectively.

1.5. The role of culture in crisis management

Scholars across disciplines define culture in various ways, and people
perceive and interpret the term ‘crisis’ differently depending on cultural
context (Dafermos, 2024). Grossmann and Na (2014) conceptualize
culture as “shared knowledge and mutual expectations produced,
disseminated, and reproduced among a network of interactive in-
dividuals” (p. 2). This perspective highlights culture as a dynamic pro-
cess that exists within interactions. Similarly, Kluckhohn (1954) defines
culture as a collection of values, attitudes, and behaviors that differen-
tiate one society from another, framing it as a system that governs social
cohesion. Silva and Nardon (2008) further emphasize that culture en-
capsulates a society’s dominant values and beliefs, forming its core
principles and distinguishing it from other societies. These cultural
values are critical in how individuals, organizations, and societies
respond to crises, shaping the fabric of crisis communication and
management.

Cultural values shape not only perceptions of crises but also the
strategies employed to mitigate their impacts (Bidney, 1946). This idea
corresponds to Hall’s culture theory, which states that culture shapes
communication (Hall, 1980). For example, in high-context cultures
where communication is indirect and relies heavily on shared
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experiences and non-verbal cues, strategies employed to mitigate the
negative impacts of crises need to consider how meaning is derived from
the situation and relationships since much is left unsaid (Kim et al.,
1998).

Hofstede’s (1980) model of cultural dimensions offers a deeper un-
derstanding of how different societies respond to crises. His framework,
which includes dimensions like uncertainty avoidance, individualism
versus collectivism, and power distance, provides insights into how
cultural differences influence crisis communication strategies and be-
haviors. One critical aspect of the cultural dimensions is risk avoidance,
particularly in crisis management. In societies characterized by high
uncertainty avoidance, there is often a strong preference for rules, reg-
ulations, and formal procedures to mitigate risk (Hofstede, 1980). In
contrast, cultures lower in uncertainty avoidance might respond better
to more flexible and adaptive crisis communication strategies.

Schwartz (2012), with his focus on universal value orientations,
complements this understanding by emphasizing the role of values like
openness to change and conservation in crisis response. In societies that
prioritize openness to change, individuals are more likely to embrace
novel approaches and innovative solutions during crises. Conversely,
societies that emphasize conservation and maintaining the status quo
may resist change, even if that change is necessary to manage a crisis
(Schwartz, 2014).

Moreover, understanding cultural values such as individualism
versus collectivism, which Hofstede (1980) posed, is crucial in shaping
crisis communication strategies. In collectivist societies, crisis manage-
ment often involves more communal efforts, such as neighborhood
watch programs or collective stockpiling of resources. In individualistic
societies, however, crisis READINESS may focus more on personal pre-
paredness, with individuals encouraged to develop their own emergency
plans and stockpile personal supplies.

Being mindful of the cultural context in which organizations operate
is critical for their READINESS to navigate socio-political issues that
increasingly intersect with corporate activities. In today’s mediatized
and politicized environment, organizations often find themselves
compelled to take a stance on socio-political matters—whether willingly
or under pressure from stakeholders (van der Meer & Jonkman, 2021).
These issues, such as racial justice, environmental sustainability, gender
equality, or human rights, are often highly contested and deeply
polarizing. These contentions create a complex landscape for organiza-
tions, where their response (or lack thereof) can either enhance their
reputation or lead to severe backlash.

The influence of national culture on how organizations engage with
socio-political issues cannot be overstated. Using Hofstede’s (1980)
cultural dimensions as a lens, we can better understand how different
cultural frameworks may shape how communication is differently
interpreted depending on the culture. Below, we speculate about how
cultural differences could inform effective crisis communication, which
we will further explore in the focus groups and interviews.

For example, in high power distance cultures, a more hierarchical
approach to communication on socio-political issues may be preferred,
while stakeholders in low power distance cultures expect transparency
and open dialog and room for, for example, employee input. Misjudging
the power distance dynamic could lead to either perceptions of arro-
gance or a loss of credibility.

In individualistic cultures, organizations may be expected to take a
clear and independent stance on controversial issues, even if it means
alienating certain stakeholder groups. Conversely, in collectivist cul-
tures, organizations may be expected to prioritize harmony and avoid
divisive positions, which could exacerbate societal rifts.

In high uncertainty avoidance cultures, there may be lower tolerance
for ambiguity, and organizations may be expected to offer clear, defin-
itive positions on socio-political issues. However, in low uncertainty
avoidance cultures, organizations might be afforded more flexibility,
allowing them to express nuanced or ambivalent positions without
facing significant backlash.
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It is advisable for organizations to remain grounded in their own core
values when navigating socio-political challenges (van der Meer &
Jonkman, 2021). Ideally, these values should align with the cultural
expectations of key stakeholders, allowing the organization to authen-
tically engage in socio-political discourse without risking a cultural
misstep. If an organization is unaware of how its core values intersect
with the cultural environment it operates in, it risks triggering cultural
backlash or escalating a minor issue into a major crisis. This points to a
need for organizations to consider their own organizational culture in
the context of their larger cultural environment.

Ouchi and Wilkins (1985) outline both macroanalytic and micro-
analytic theories of organizational culture, with the former attempting
to understand an organization’s culture as a whole, the maintenance of
that overall culture, and the conditions under which the group culture
arises. The microanalytic theories of organizational culture consider it
from “a psychological point of view,” that is how the individuals within
an organization make up the culture (Ouchi & Wilkins, 1985, p. 472). If
we are to consider organizational culture within Jin et al.’s (2024; 2025)
READINESS framework, both the macro and microanalytic theories can
be considered because READINESS is a process, and as such organiza-
tional culture could also be a dialectical process between the macro and
micro. Rass et al. (2023) examine a dynamic systems model of trans-
formational organizational change, emphasizing an interplay of orga-
nizational culture and organizational learning, in which organizational
culture can either resist or facilitate organizational change. This in-
dicates that a certain organizational culture is necessary to facilitate an
organizational change toward crisis READINESS. An understanding of
the organizational culture and the larger cultural landscape—whether it
involves power dynamics, collectivism, or tolerance for uncertain-
ty—can help organizations determine how to communicate effectively
and what stance to take or how to communicate their stance.

In summary, culture serves as a vital determinant in shaping how
individuals, organizations, and societies perceive, respond to, and
communicate during crises. Crisis READINESS, therefore, requires a
mindset and abilities that resonate with the cultural values of the pop-
ulation. This alignment is crucial for fostering trust, cooperation, and
compliance during crises, underscoring that a “one-size-fits-all”
approach to crisis communication is unlikely to succeed. Instead, stra-
tegies must be tailored to specific cultural contexts. Based upon this
previous work in READINESS, crisis communication, and the role of
culture in crisis management, we propose the following research ques-
tions to be answered by crisis communication experts:

RQ1. What is the role of crisis management culture in READINESS?

RQ2. How does READINESS in crisis management look to crisis ex-
perts (i.e., possible indicators of crisis READINESS)?

RQ3. What are the attributes of crisis management leadership that
demonstrate READINESS?

RQ4. How can organizations build and strengthen READINESS?
2. Method
2.1. Sampling and participants

The data was collected by sets of focus groups and in-depth in-
terviews from April to July of 2024 using an expert panel approach as
used in similar crisis communication studies (Seeger, 2006; Voges et al.,
2024). After providing informed consent, 26 experts in crisis commu-
nication took part in either one of three in-person focus group sessions or
one of eight individual interviews conducted via Zoom. Research shows
that 16 or fewer interview participants are appropriate for identifying
common themes for a homogenous sample, whereas 20-40 are appro-
priate for cross-cultural studies (Hagaman & Wutich, 2016). Our sample
was relatively homogenous in that they were experts with a demon-
strated notable experience in crisis communications. However, we did
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have a cross-cultural sample. Our sample size of 26 participants fits the
recommendations made by previous researchers for studies of this na-
ture to ensure thematic saturation (Hagaman & Wutich, 2016; Monehin
& Diers-Lawson, 2022). Moreover, Guest et al. (2016) concluded that
90 % of themes were discoverable within three to six focus groups, and
this number could be higher with more homogeneous groups. Because
we analyzed all the interviews and focus group data across individuals
and groups, there is a higher chance for data saturation (Hancock et al.,
2016).

Among the 26 participants, 12 came from an academic background
with experience ranging from 10 to 42 years, and 13 came from an in-
dustry background with work experience ranging from 10 to 29 years.
Table 1 shows a comprehensive overview of our expert sample’s de-
mographic characteristics. One individual chose to identify as both a
scholar and industry professional. The scholars consisted of two asso-
ciate deans, four full time professors, three associate professors, two
lecturers, and one retired professor. The industry professionals consisted
of eight partners/directors, two general managers/Sr. Advisors, three
department heads, and one consultant. For all participants, ages ranged
from 40 to 69; nine were female, and 17 were male. Eighteen partici-
pants were from the United States, three from Italy, two from Germany,
one from Belgium, one from the United Kingdom, one from Brazil, and
one from Finland (one identified as residing in Italy and Germany).

2.2. Procedure

After obtaining IRB approval, focus groups were conducted with
participants from the United States, and each had four to seven experts.
Three separate sessions were facilitated by a moderator asking partici-
pants 20 open-ended questions about READINESS. Each focus group had
one notetaker and was audio-recorded for data collection and analysis to
capture insights and discussions effectively. The focus group sessions
ranged from approximately 53 to 56 min.

For international participants, eight in-depth interviews were con-
ducted via Zoom, ranging from 28 to 49 min. These interviews

Table 1
Demographic characteristics of crisis communication expert sample.

Demographic characteristics Crisis communication experts

n %
Gender
Male 17 65
Female 9 35
Age
40-49 9 35
50-59 9 35
60-69 8 31
Country
u.s. 18 69
Italy 2 8
Germany 1 4
Italy and Germany 1 4
Belgium 1 4
U.K. 1 4
Brazil 1 4
Finland 1 4
Years of Communications Experience
10-14 1 4
15-19 4 15
20-24 3 12
25-29 4 15
30-34 5 19
35-39 5 19
40-45 2 8

Source(s): Created by authors

Note. N = 26. Percentages rounded. For “years of communications experience,”
one did not indicate this, and one was an attorney with some interactions with
communication professionals. These two individuals are not reflected in the
experience section of the table.
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employed the same open-ended questions as the focus groups to ensure
data collection and analysis consistency. Each interview was video-
recorded for data collection and analysis.

2.3. Instrument and data analysis

The focus groups and international interviews were conducted based
on the READINESS initial conceptualization (Jin et al., 2024) and in-
sights found using READINESS as a framework for crisis management
(Jin et al., 2025), with the following in mind: identifying the indicators
of READINESS, the role of culture in READINESS, the attributes of crisis
management leadership that demonstrate READINESS, and how orga-
nizations can build and strengthen READINESS (see Table 2).

We used a thematic analysis of text to understand answers given by
professional and scholarly participants. Coders looked for themes
through qualitative method coding strategies using the Grounded The-
ory method, which allows for rigorous theory development and meaning
construction (Mohajan & Mohajan, 2022; Williams & Moser, 2019). This
approach was appropriate for the goal of this work, which was to
develop theory with a consideration of culture for the new concept of
READINESS in crisis management. Mohajan and Mohajan (2022), who
consider the role of coding via the Grounded Theory perspective, state
that “open, axial, and selective coding are essential to achieve the
research goals in qualitative research” (p. 56).

Researchers used an open coding approach to begin the coding
process. The initial open codes were based on specific words used in the
responses. From there, axial coding was used to combine minor themes
based on the patterns that emerged from open coding. To begin finding
more prominent themes in the data, researchers started the selective
coding process, combining terms and minor themes found through the
axial coding process if they were related. Clear, significant themes began
to emerge through selective coding. In the final step, the coders revisited
the dataset to ensure the conclusions were firmly rooted in the data. This
iterative review allowed coders to refine some themes, ensuring the
conclusions aligned with the dataset.

3. Results

Based on our four RQs developed from Jin et al.’s (2024) READINESS
conceptual framework and the past literature on crisis communication,
we examine how culture plays a role in READINESS, indicators of
READINESS, crisis leadership demonstrating READINESS, and how or-
ganizations can strengthen and build READINESS. Table 3 reflects this
study’s key findings, derived from scholar and practitioner expert

Table 2
Open-ended questions for focus groups and in-depth interviews.

Factors Example Items

Role of culture in READINESS Is crisis READINESS a concept the meaning of
which differs by culture? If so, how?

Is READINESS perceived differently across
turbulent times or during times of sociopolitical
shift in the public/media debate?

Do U.S. scholars and practitioners perceive
READINESS differently from those outside the
U.S.? If 50, please describe and give examples.
Do we know we are ready at individual, team,
and organizational levels, respectively, and if
so, how do we know?

What are the indicators of READINESS at
[individual/team/organizational level]?

What are the attributes of crisis management
leadership that demonstrate READINESS?
Name three things an organization needs to
build/strengthen READINESS.

Who should be in charge of, document, and
keep track of organizational READINESS?

Indicators of READINESS

Crisis management leadership
Demonstrating READINESS

Building and strengthening
READINESS

Source(s): Created by authors
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Table 3
Key findings through thematic analysis.

Factors Major themes

Role of culture in READINESS Organizational culture impacts how
READINESS is carried out in a practical sense in
specific organizations.

The preparation and expression of READINESS
may differ because of cultural differences, but
the READINESS mindset remains the same
regardless of culture.

There are not easily observable indicators of
READINESS, but there is a less visible indicator
of READINESS which is the possession of a
certain psychological mindset.

The ability to see the big picture is an attribute
of crisis management leadership that
demonstrates READINESS.

The ability to act quickly in a purposeful way is
an attribute of crisis management leadership
that demonstrates READINESS.

Emotional intelligence is an attribute of crisis
management leadership that demonstrates
READINESS.

To build and strengthen READINESS, an
organization needs to have a culture of
READINESS.

To build and strengthen READINESS,
organizations need to first be prepared.

To build and strengthen READINESS,
organizations need to foster relationships and
collaboration.

Indicators of READINESS

Crisis management leadership
demonstrating READINESS

Building and strengthening
READINESS

Source(s): Created by authors

responses.

3.1. The role of culture in READINESS

RQ1. asked about the role of crisis management culture in READI-
NESS. Two major themes emerged across crisis communication practi-
tioners and scholars.

Seven participants — four practitioners, two scholars, and one who is
both a scholar and practitioner — agreed that organizational culture
impacts how READINESS is carried out in a practical sense in specific
organizations. This indicates that the actions that one organization takes
to be "ready" are not "one-size-fits-all."

Organizations will need to take different actions to reach the same
READINESS levels as other organizations. Ideas coded for in this theme
included only an emphasis on the culture of the organization, not an
emphasis on other cultural aspects such as nationality or geography. All
organizations have different leadership, employees, and goals, influ-
encing the organizational culture. This impacts how READINESS is
carried out. For example, when asked who should keep track and
document READINESS for an organization, a practitioner from Belgium
stated the following:

“It really depends on the organization, and probably the type of or-
ganization as well... Most of the time it’s someone from risk man-
agement, more operational risk management, more legal or
communications that takes the lead. But I would say it really, I
wouldn’t make a recommendation, because it depends, really, on the
company, its company culture, and also the sector it operates in.”

For the second theme that emerged to answer RQ1, eight participants
indicated that the preparation and expression of READINESS may differ
because of cultural differences, but the READINESS mindset remains the
same regardless of culture. Within this theme, participants spoke
broadly about cultural differences based on nationality, geography, and
organizational culture. Participants who gave responses fitting this
theme fell evenly between scholars and practitioners. This theme was
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coded based on participants’ ideas that there are many different routes
to the same goal of continual READINESS. As an example of this theme, a
practitioner from Brazil noted variation in how different national cul-
tures might perceive risks, threats, and crises:

“If you talk to Europeans, they have seen many, many wars in the last
300 years. So when you say, ‘well, there are some risks in Europe,’
even in peaceful moments, they are prepared for better moments...
In the US, preparedness is much more related to, ‘I want to avoid my
company to be sued,” right? So it’s much more business oriented.
This preparedness culture is much more on the business side. In
Europe, I would say it’s much more in the social side... In Latin
America culture, culture in general, we have some difficulties to
accept that bad things happen, and bad things always happen. It’s a
case of ‘When will it happen?’ but it will happen.”

3.2. Indicators of READINESS

RQ2. asked about potential observable or measurable indicators of
READINESS (i.e., how READINESS in crisis management looks). One
major theme emerged from 11 experts, specifically seven scholars and
four practitioners.

Their responses indicated that there are not easily observable in-
dicators of READINESS, but there is a less visible indicator of READI-
NESS which is the possession of a certain psychological mindset. As
indicated by the experts, this psychological mindset consists of contin-
ually monitoring situations as they occur and a mindset of efficacy. A
scholar from Italy noted:

"So other processes, I see them as... more external, physical, concrete
processes that you can manage. [With readiness] it’s people who can
develop the willingness to develop readiness. So it’s like it’s more
abstract, more internal."

It’s important to note that just because there does not seem to be
easily observable indicators of READINESS, knowing that a certain
psychological mindset indicates READINESS shows hope of a way to
measure READINESS with a developed scale in the future. This idea was
also supported by a practitioner from Belgium. When asked how
READINESS as a process is different from other crisis management
processes, he said:

"What you often see in organizations is a focus on risk management,
on business continuity, on DRP, incident management, emergency
management. So, each one has its different stakes and also its pri-
orities and its different KPIs as well. So it’s very different. Some are
very practical, very tangible. Others are more state of mind, so you
need to identify as precisely as possible how to make it, how you can
track it, and how you can make sure that you progress within the
process. So, identifying those KPIs is, I think, important, and there-
fore it’s different from one type of crisis management process than
from the other."

This expert’s response gives us insight into how READINESS could be
incorporated into a measure for use in organizations. READINESS is
more of a state-of-mind concept, and once it is determined how to track
it and its progress, it becomes more tangible for organizations.

Attributes of Crisis Management Leadership Demonstrating
READINESS RQ3 asked about the attributes of crisis management
leadership that demonstrate READINESS. Three prominent themes
emerged.

The first theme, identified by six participants — with an even num-
ber of responses from scholars and practitioners — is the ability to see
the big picture, which is an attribute of crisis management leadership
that demonstrates READINESS. The ability to see the big picture seems
to fall under a READINESS mindset. Ideas coded for in this theme
included understanding the crisis in its full context, regionally, from a
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world point of view, from a cultural point of view, and the ability to
anticipate future challenges. A practitioner from Brazil elaborates on
this point:

"It’s necessary that the person has a real big picture on what is going
on, not only in the town, where ... the company is based, but in the
state, in the sector the company is working. The geographically
speaking we’re in the region the company is based. So have this big
picture, this very, very sophisticated view on threats, attributes, at-
titudes should be implemented when something sensitive happens,
and the feeling of urgency."

The second theme emerged from the responses of six participants,
which fell evenly between scholars and practitioners. Their responses
indicated that the ability to act quickly in a purposeful way is an attri-
bute of crisis management leadership that demonstrates READINESS.
Ideas coded for in this theme included urgency, swiftness, action, pur-
pose, and initiative. A scholar from the United Kingdom provides a
salient example:

"One is just really the swiftness of their response, okay, right?
Because I think that you know, a leader who takes too long to
respond is probably looking for answers, right? And the reason why
they’re looking for answers is probably because they are not ready.
Yeah, right. So, yeah, so, just basically the swiftness of their response,
the clarity of their response, the specificity with which they can
actually point people to resources."

The final theme derived from the analysis for RQ3 is that emotional
intelligence is an attribute of crisis management leadership that dem-
onstrates READINESS. This theme was found through the analysis of
seven participants’ responses, majority scholars, including one active
practitioner and scholar. Ideas coded for in this theme included
listening, building and maintaining trust, and the abilities of leaders to
manage their own emotions and empathize with others. A scholar from
Italy articulates this perspective:

"I think we said before emotional leaders, human centered. So very
paying, let’s say, attention to people and their feelings, empathy. I
think it’s something that we rediscovered after the pandemic that
this is a very important trait of good leaders. So if you want to lead
people and survive the crisis, you need to demonstrate not just that
you can manage the team and you can manage tasks and that you
have the resources and the plans, but that people are on board and
follow you and are emotionally connected with you as a leader and
with the organizations."

3.3. Building and strengthening READINESS

RQ4. asked how an organization can build and strengthen READI-
NESS. Three key themes emerged from the perspectives of crisis
communication practitioners and scholars.

The first theme was identified through coding three practitioners’
responses and one scholar’s response. To build and strengthen READI-
NESS, an organization needs to have a culture of READINESS. Ideas
coded for in this theme included organizational willingness, leadership
willingness, emotional crisis leadership, commitment to READINESS,
and the empowerment of communicators. A scholar from Italy illustrates
this theme by stating,

“I think that for building readiness...I would put this organizational
culture first, that it ties with this culture of psychological safety, of
emotions, of trust and so on. I would say, put that one. If you don’t
have that, it’s not going to work.”

As this theme was found primarily from practitioner’s reports, a
practitioner from Belgium shared his perspective on the commitment to
READINESS stating:
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“And the readiness is the speed with which a company can react, and
it can be measured, and it can be trained, it can be exercised when
necessary.”

The second theme for RQ4 came from eleven participants. Of the
eleven responses, the majority were from practitioners in the field with
less responses from scholars. To build and strengthen READINESS, or-
ganizations need to first be prepared. Ideas coded for in this theme
included internal and external research/communication, employee
experience, resources, training, finances, and benchmarking. High-
lighting this theme, a scholar from Italy noted the following:

“I'm thinking of training. But when I say training is not about...how
to make a crisis plan, it’s more about how to handle emotions, how to
cope... and this is very important, one of the best things to build
readiness in an organization. Then I'm thinking it could be because
it’s not easy. So perhaps benchmarking best practices from other
organizations... So it could be this sort of benchmarking and sharing
with peers, even competitors, in your industry, in your sector. So that
could be another way to build readiness in the organization, so
imitation or inspiration by other organizations.”

The last theme that emerged for RQ4 is that organizations need to
foster relationships and collaboration to build and strengthen READI-
NESS. This theme was found through the analysis of nine participants’
responses, with practitioners and scholars equally contributing to this
theme. Ideas coded for in this theme included teamwork and collabo-
ration between organizational levels, between teams, within teams, and
externally. A practitioner from the United States shared:

“And we have had to make a concerted effort in the last 10 years to
break down silos and remind employees, we’re all after the same
thing. And we’re not in competition with each other. So I'm rein-
forcing, I think, that cross-functional collaboration for sure.”

Similarly, a scholar from Germany shared:

“I think it is really important that a comms department, you know, is
closely connected with the management so it’s not like a top down in
crisis situations, but it has to be on eye level, because crisis are so
much about communication that I think it’s extremely important for
the outcome of crisis management to have, you know, a very close
and eye level relationship between the management level and the
comms department.”

4. Discussion

Grounded in the new READINESS model and its evolving literature
and empirical evidence, this study contributes to the continual explo-
ration and refinement of the scholarly understanding of indicators and
leadership through the lens and experiences of crisis experts. As Jin et al.
(2024, 2025) advocated, it is critical to continue identifying indicators
and principles that improve the scientific map that captures the essen-
tials of READINESS. The findings of this study contribute to this ongoing
journey, joined by public relations scholars and practitioners, by offer-
ing new insights centered on (1) the critical role of culture in the process
and outcome of READINESS, (2) indicators of READINESS, and (3) crisis
management leadership attributes that demonstrate READINESS and
help chart the organizational pathways toward building and strength-
ening READINESS.

4.1. Organizational culture: the key to understanding READINESS
mindset

Regarding the role of culture in READINESS, our study found that
while organizational culture plays an important role in shaping crisis
communication and management practices, the underlying READINESS
mindset remains widely understood across diverse cultural contexts.
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Organizational culture emerged as an important factor in determining
how READINESS is expressed and enacted, aligning with previous
literature that highlights cultural distinctions (Grossmann & Na, 2014;
Hofstede, 1980). Practitioners and scholars noted that READINESS
practices vary between organizations, each adapting its strategies based
on unique organizational culture. This situational approach supports
Kluckhohn’s (1954) and Silva and Nardon’s (2008) perspectives that
culture is a system of values and behaviors governing social cohesion. In
practical terms, READINESS is not a “one-size-fits-all” concept; instead,
it is shaped by each organization’s cultural environment.

Our findings extend the theory of national cultural dimen-
sions—particularly uncertainty avoidance—by applying it to an orga-
nizational level, illustrating how READINESS adapts to internal cultural
factors. In line with Hofstede’s (1980) framework, organizations with
high uncertainty avoidance adopt defined protocols to foster a READI-
NESS mindset. Similarly, Schwartz’s (2012) values of conservation
versus openness to change are reflected in the differences in READINESS
practices observed across organizations. Those that emphasize conser-
vation may implement more stringent procedures and hierarchies in
READINESS efforts, while those valuing openness might favor flexibility
in crisis response. Therefore, READINESS at the organizational level is
shaped not only by national culture but also by the unique values and
norms of each organization.

Rather than viewing organizational culture and national culture as
competing influences on READINESS, our findings suggest that they
interact in shaping crisis communication strategies. Organizations
operating across multiple countries must navigate this interplay,
balancing internal cultural norms with external societal expectations.
Hofstede’s (1980) dimensions become particularly relevant in this
reconciliation process. For example, organizations rooted in high un-
certainty avoidance cultures may establish standardized crisis protocols,
yet their colleagues in lower uncertainty avoidance regions may favor
more flexible, adaptive approaches. Similarly, power distance can play a
role in how hierarchical or decentralized crisis decision-making struc-
tures should be. While the core mindset of READINESS remains uni-
versal, its expression must be tailored to fit both the internal
organizational culture and the external national culture in which an
organization operates. This dynamic interaction emphasizes the
importance of cultural sensitivity in crisis communication on different
levels, underscoring the necessity of organizational READINESS in
navigating cultural differences effectively.

These findings contribute to the crisis READINESS literature by
highlighting organizational culture’s role as both a guiding force and a
medium for READINESS practices. By demonstrating that the READI-
NESS mindset is widely understood across cultural contexts, this study
affirms the universality of READINESS as a theoretical concept. How-
ever, the observed differences in READINESS development and expres-
sion emphasize the importance of cultural sensitivity and adaptability in
crisis communication practices. This study thereby enriches the existing
READINESS literature by providing empirical support for a culturally
nuanced approach to READINESS, affirming that diverse organizations
may take distinct paths to achieve similar levels of crisis READINESS.

For communication professionals, these insights emphasize the need
for adaptable, culturally sensitive crisis strategies. Professionals must
recognize that while READINESS as a concept is universally valued, its
practical application requires tailoring to an organization’s cultural
characteristics. For instance, in organizations with a strong culture of
collaboration, fostering relationships and encouraging open communi-
cation may be more effective than rigid protocols. In contrast, organi-
zations with more hierarchical cultures may benefit from structured
READINESS protocols and role-specific responsibilities.

4.2. Multilevel mindset of efficacy: an essential READINESS indicator

Just as sticky crises can take on different forms and mutations over
time, it is not surprising that there are known indicators of READINESS
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as an approach to tackling sticky crisis challenges. Psychological
mindset of efficacy, marrying multilevel-efficacy and mindset in a dy-
namic process at micro, meso and macro levels, seems to hold the key to
unlocking the power of individual, team, organizational, and societal
levels of READINESS.

Although there are no easily observable indicators of READINESS, as
acknowledged by our study participants based on their expertise and
experiences, a psychological mindset of efficacy is collectively identified as
a less visible yet important READINESS indicator, often manifested in
continually monitoring situations as they occur internally and exter-
nally, reflecting the core of READINESS process as Jin et al. (2025)
illustrated. This finding points to a new direction of advancing the
original READINESS model by connecting the three READINESS pillars
(i.e., multilevel efficacy, mindset, dynamic process, Jin et al., 2025):
READINESS indicators are unlikely to be pinpointed in efficacy or
mindset alone; the dynamic nature of READINESS signaling that the
READINESS mindset needs to be embedded in the process of multilevel
efficacy building and strengthening via internal and external strategic
management assessment, training and practice.

It is critical to further understand and measure such a psychological
mindset of READINESS as a unique process, different from other crisis
management processes, manifested at individual, team, organization,
and even cross-organizational, societal levels. These expert-generated
insights confirmed that READINESS is essentially a state-of-mind that
drives efficacy in a dynamic, complex system. Such an indicator itself is
likely a multi-dimensional construct, the explication and measurement
development of which will be a key to advancing READINESS knowl-
edge and tangle toolbox development. Furthermore and connected back
to the role of organizational culture, crisis and conflict management
scholars have identified culture as a critical predisposing factor and
ethical driver for optimal organizational conflict positioning and effec-
tive crisis communication (Jin et al., 2018; Pang et al., 2023). Its role has
become more essential than ever in addressing sticky crisis challenges as
the protection and wellness focused READINESS plan and what it entails
needs to be tailored toward different organizational cultures and the
larger business, geographical, demographic and societal cultures as well
(Jin et al., 2018), which depends on organizational type and size, in-
dustry sectors, organization-public relationships, and issue complex-
ities, to name a few among the matrix of the contingent factors (Pang
et al., 2023). Overall, READINESS will need to be benchmarked, eval-
uated, and improved along different dimensions with multiple measur-
able components.

4.3. Crisis leadership attributes and organizational pathways toward
READINESS: mindset, action and alignment

Interestingly, despite the need for overall READINESS to be tailored
according to different organizations and industries, READINESS as a
mindset remains constant and evergreen, transcending cultural differ-
ences, the role of which is further identified as a core crisis management
attribute. As rendered from our findings, crisis management leaders with
READINESS demonstrate their ability to see the big picture, understand
a crisis in its full context (e.g., from the local/regional perspective, a
world point of view, and a cultural point of view), and constantly
anticipate future challenges and critical risks on the horizon.

Such a READINESS mindset is further demonstrated in being able to
act with speed, purpose and emotional intelligence, understanding a crisis in
its full context (local, regional, national, and global), anticipating future
challenges with high emotional intelligence (in order to listen, sustain
trust, and maintain composure), and staying nimble all the time. These
attributes echo what Reber et al. (2021) identified as crisis communi-
cation leadership essentials, namely the willingness and ability to see the
big picture and around the corner.

Based on the new crisis management leadership attribute co-
ordinates, an organization can lay the foundation according to the
following key elements and functions in a good alignment, as our study
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findings illustrated: (a) a culture of READINESS as evidenced in orga-
nizational willingness, leadership willingness, emotional crisis leader-
ship, commitment to READINESS, and the empowerment of
communicators; (b) internal and external preparedness for READINESS as
indicated by communication system, employee experience, resources,
training, finances, and benchmarking; and (c) a strong, mutually trusting
relationship and collaboration within teams, across teams, at top and mid-
management levels, and across organizations and sectors.

5. Limitations and future directions

A significant limitation of this study is the geographical scope of the
participant sample, which predominantly comprised individuals from
Europe and the United States. This regional concentration may restrict
the generalizability of the findings to a broader, global context. Cultural,
social, and economic factors can vary substantially across different re-
gions, potentially influencing the behaviors and attitudes measured in
this study. Consequently, the applicability of the results to populations
outside of Europe and the United States remains uncertain. Future
research would benefit from a more diverse participant pool that in-
cludes representation from various regions worldwide, thereby
enhancing the external applicability of crisis management and providing
a more comprehensive understanding of READINESS on a global scale.
Secondly, along with a diverse sample, our study would benefit from a
large sample size as the current size limits the generalizability of our
findings on READINESS. By incorporating a wider range of de-
mographic, geographic, cultural perspectives, this expanded sample
could provide insights into the complexities of crisis READINESS.
Thirdly, this qualitative study used both focus groups and in-depth in-
terviews, which are two different methods despite the similarities they
share and the fact that the same questions were asked in the discussion
guide and interview questions, respectively (e.g., the group dynamics
were missing from individual interviews). Future qualitative studies
might consider conducting focus groups among international experts
and dive deeper into how they construct, discuss, and interpret READ-
INESS and the role of crisis management culture in the process through
the interactions.

Furthermore, despite the “crisis” focused angle in this study, it is
critical to keep in mind that the READINESS framework applies to not
only crises but also risks. As Jin et al. (2024) emphasized in the initial
READINESS model: (1) the READINESS umbrella applies to “threats,
risks, conflicts, crises and sticky crises” (see Fig. 1); and (2) risk man-
agement is essential to READINESS practice (“[r]isk is a foundational
element in crisis management”, p. 5). Jin and colleagues (2024) also
pointed out that the “lack of READINESS is reflected in how managers
respond to questions about being ready to handle various types of crises”
and the “assessment of READINESS must find a way to capture how
READINESS can vary by the risk (crisis type) an organization is likely to
encounter” (p. 6). Therefore, future research needs to consider the risk
angle more with refined conceptual development and empirical testing,
including expanding the “risk array” approach to assessing different risk
types in order to be ready for associated crisis threats (see Coombs,
2023; Jin et al., 2024). Grounded in risk analysis and risk resiliency
research (see Coombs, 2023), such new, risk-angle focused READINESS
studies will complement crisis-angle focused ones, capturing READI-
NESS as both a process and outcome (Jin et al., 2025). By advancing the
crisis and risk READINESS knowledge, public relations scholars will
provide practitioners a fuller and more in-depth understanding and
actionable recommendations for being strategic, proactive, and cultur-
ally mindful in building and strengthening READINESS on all fronts.

6. Conclusion
This study builds upon the previous literature to further understand

the new READINESS framework toward the goal of implementing
READINESS in organizations. Jin et al. (2024) developed the initial
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READINESS model out of contingency theory and situational crisis
communication theory. Although these theories are useful and have
informed much of the work in the crisis communication arena, the two
theories do not consider crisis managers’ willingness to engage in
ongoing crisis management. As an answer to this, the READINESS
framework was created to include three pillars — multi-level efficacy,
mindset, and dynamic process (Jin et al., 2024, 2025).

Until this point, the READINESS framework has been limited in its
consideration of culture, both from an organizational and national cul-
ture standpoint. As this is an emerging concept in crisis communications
research, there have also been unanswered questions of how to practi-
cally apply READINESS, such as understanding observable or measur-
able indicators of READINESS, and what crisis leaders should do to build
and strengthen READINESS in their organizations. With our study, we
have answered these critical questions, further bridging the gap between
theory and a practical application of the READINESS concept.

Using the insights from this study and Jin et al.’s (2025) recent
empirical research, the next step is operationalizing READINESS by
developing an instrument for practitioners to use within their organi-
zations. This instrument would consider culture while measuring di-
mensions such as crisis leadership qualities and a mindset including
multi-level efficacy. The READINESS framework and empirical find-
ings based on expert insights here offer a substantial contribution to
both theory and practice by helping organizations carry out effective
operations in the face of risks, threats, and crises, including sticky and
large-scale crises.
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