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Abstract  
In contemporary society, social media plays an ever-increasing role. The frequency and impact of crises, particularly online, are 
escalating, posing economic and reputational threats to organizations. Although much research on crisis communication and 
management has emerged, the field still lacks a general theory or paradigm. This research deficiency has reached a point where it 
is necessary to limit the inclusion of new theoretical elements but instead concretize practical applications of existing theory.  

Organizations often struggle with inadequate or rhetorically insufficient crisis responses, leading to stakeholder 
dissatisfaction and subsequently loss of resources. In this article, I have addressed this problem. By examining to what extent, it is 
possible to create a new theory for selecting an image repair strategy that can be used both during crises and as an analytical tool in 
retrospect.  

Thus, proposing a new theory, the Model of Image Repair Selection (MIRS), and proposals for integrating the theory into 
crisis management efforts, offering practical solutions to the complexity of crises.  

Thus, this work proposes a new theory, the Model of Image Repair Selection (MIRS), along with recommendations for 
integrating the theory into crisis management efforts, offering practical solutions to address the complexity of crises. With this, 
MIRS has the potential to help organizations navigate and lessen the effects of crises. MIRS accommodates both the complex and 
dynamic dimensions of crises without excluding combinations with other approaches to crisis communication. By integrating the 
six major rhetorical strategies in crises into a model based on four parameters—risk, transparency, attitude, and communicative 
resources—MIRS enhances theoretical understanding and provides organizations with a valuable instrument for crisis management.  
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1. Introduction 

We often hear the phrase silence speaks louder than words, and in crisis communication, silence can be deafening. But how do you 
know when to stay silent, defend oneself against allegations, or even deny the accusation? Since Benoit (1995) provided five broad 
categories of strategies to restore one's image, called the image restoration theory, many have further developed the theory of image 
restoration with how to use image repair in crisis (Frandsen & Johansen 2017), additional strategies (Coombs 2007), and which 
strategies are the most popular (Ferguson et al. 2018). 

While the field of contemporary crisis communication has become increasingly saturated with strategic approaches to 
respond in crisis, theories on the complex and coherent aspects of the crisis are on the rise. Today, social media has become a 
catalyst for creating organizational crises, where cancel cultures rule the fate of organizations. The simple strategies of denial, 
apologies with no explanations, and complete silence no longer satisfy the audience of the organization that is tired of surface-level 
apologies. As a result, the crisis audience has higher expectations towards organizations than ever seen before, which is why it is 
important to know when to use which strategies of image repair in crisis. 

Instead, contemporary literature attempts to understand and make meaning of all potential aspects of the crisis. Thus, it is 
important to consider the many aspects of crises to not overlook the importance of each context, the field of crisis communication 
has been filled with too complex theories. This could be a result of a field mostly built on case studies, from which it is hard to draw 
generalities, and unique features are constantly brought out. However, it is not possible to predict or strategize the next step in crises 
without generalizations on the outcome. This is especially seen in the field of image repair, in which there is plenty of literature 
discussing the risks and possibilities associated with each strategy (Benoit 2024; Ferguson et al. 2018), but nobody explains when 
to use which strategy. 

So, what do you do when you have a field that does not make generalizations but organizations are not sure how to approach 
choosing a strategic standpoint in its crisis response? Is it actually possible to concretize the fields of image repair within crisis 
communication? 

Crises are unpredictable perceived wrongdoings that cause stress for organizations (Coombs 2015; 2023). The perceived 
wrongdoings might not lead to crisis if performed by another organization, because cancel culture is accidental in its selection. Thus, 
organizations are always threatened by the possibility of crisis. This makes every organization subject to a potential crisis.  

Creating a tool for selecting an image repair strategy during a crisis is immensely important in the age of cancel culture, 
where stakeholders' perceptions of an organization play a powerful role in shaping how a crisis evolves. 

 
Problem statement  
 
Based on the existing theory of crisis communication and image repair theory, it is explored to what extent it is possible to create a 
new theory for selecting an image repair strategy that can be used both during crises but also as an analytical tool in retrospect. 

2. The tendencies of social media 
 
Social media has become the predominant communication channel today (Prettman, 2016). The technological development in the 
21st century has changed the how, when, and why many communicate in correlation with the accessibility of online communication 
(Jaafar 2023). The reputation of the organization was previously established in the local relations in face-to-face communication; it 
is now a result of the megaphone that is the internet (Klok & McClellan 2023; Jaafar 2023). Any opinion can now be heard in 
faraway places that were not reachable before technologies made it possible. This technology is developing at a rapid pace, and 
research is struggling to keep up. While some consider social media to be changing traditional communication (Prettman, 2016), 
others suggest the internet and social media have made different types of media, such as electronic text, telephone, radio, and 
television (Finnemann 2014) more accessible. Social media is characterized by the new ways it is possible to build communities 
and communicate in the online world (Klok & McClellan 2023; Jafaar 2023). Social media can be defined in different ways among 
different people. Many have studied the ‘social’ aspect of the definition and its ramifications on communication.  

The term ‘social’ refers to the “connectedness of human users” (van Dijck 2015, 1) the term ‘social media’ is thereby 
perceived as the idea of “an ecosystem of connected media” (Ibid.) in contemporary literature. While the definition of ‘social’ 
depends on the context in which it is placed, social media can be perceived as the context for communicative actions but are 
simultaneously grounded as the infrastructure and networks of said communication (Sun, 2020). It can be intangible to perceive 
social media neither as a place nor a thing (Pettman 2016) but instead as a sphere of influence with ramifications for those who 
participate (Klok & McClellan 2023). Social media should not be characterized as a tool that is utilized because, as most studies 
indicate, it also affects the user in reverse (Jaafar 2023). Research on social media is therefore characterized by either the optimistic 
(Carrier 2018) or pessimistic (Pettman 2016) attributes of social media because of the way social media has changed how people 
communicate. To better understand what separates the fields, this division can be perceived as whether researchers see social media 
as adding to (Saravanakumar & SuganthaLakshimi 2012) or replacing (Carr & Hayes 2015) classic face-to-face communication. 
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This ‘new’ communication setting (Yurder & Akdol 2021; Carr & Hayes 2015) is studied in terms of how norms, choices, and 
relationships are established and maintained on social media and, further, what effect this might have on face-to-face interactions.  

Social media provides a space in which society can grow and develop. Individuals can find each other despite time and 
location. There is no limit to the number of communities one can participate in (Jafaar 2023). Specifically, social media then can 
provide the space in which people can find solidarity and support they may not otherwise have (Jafaar 2023). However, studies 
show that young adults describe technological communication as their primary communication channel (Carrier 2018). The critiques 
argue that having technological communications as one primary communication channel is problematic due to the addictive 
phenomenon and the immense distractive function of social media (Prettman 2016; Klok & McClellan 2023). Social media functions 
by giving us enough micro pleasures to distract us from elsewhere. While this grants social media a great deal of power, Pettman 
(2016) argues social media are more powerful than people realize. These addictive qualities presented (Pettman 2015; Carrier 2018) 
can then be related to the commercial interest of social media platforms. There has been a motivation to study how advertising is 
the primary motivation for promoting social media now with the increasing interest in social media as an economic opportunity 
(Agerdal-Hjermind, 2014). A section of marketing research is now dedicated to exploring the importance or even necessity of 
implementing social media in contemporary marketing (Mahoney & Tang 2016) or how the platforms that desire to seek advertising 
revenues encourage more clicks and time on screen (Fisher, 2022). This furthers the addictive nature of social media and its immense 
distractive function (Prettman, 2016). 

In other words, the issue is not how the contemporary use of social media are perceived but rather the effects it has on 
communication that primarily takes place online. My interest is motivated by a desire to understand how the online cultures and 
norms on social media provide a space in which it is socially acceptable to post hate, negative comments, and bottomless critique, 
which contribute to the increase in the number of online crises. This boycott phenomenon can, by using social media, reach a wider 
scope. The sense of self-belonging is built through interaction with other people from whom unacceptable behavior can be taught 
(Over 2016; Klok & McClellan 2023; Jafaar 2023), which furthers the spread of hate and negative comments. This new digital 
landscape requires organizations to develop comprehensive crisis communication plans tailored to the digital ecosystem. This should 
enable swift responses to reputational crises and minimize negative publicity an organization might face online. However, managing 
the organizational online reputation has become increasingly complex and consequential (Nkrumah 2023). The reason is online 
reputation management has become a critical concern due to the highly interconnected nature of the digital ecosystem (Nkrumah 
2023). The rapid spread of misinformation and negative publicity poses challenges for brands seeking to maintain a positive 
reputation across online platforms. Organizations, therefore, have to navigate the complexities of the digital landscape to maintain 
a positive online image and credibility (Nkrumah 2023). 

2.1 Cancel culture  
The idea of ‘Cancel culture’ has become deeply contested in the public discourse in contemporary society, and many public debates 
emerge over what cancel culture is and what it means for the organization. This includes whether it is a way to hold people 
accountable, a tactic to punish others unjustly, or a mix of both (Vogels et al. 2021). While cancellation can be considered a tool for 
forcing a reckoning on those abusing their power or those not complying with cultural norms, cancel culture has also quickly evolved 
into a practice where people swiftly can cancel anyone or anything considered even remotely offensive (Cummings et al. 2023). As 
it was argued above, the prevalence of online communication has broadened what was previously confined to one's social 
relationships and enabled it to be communicated to an unlimited number of people. 

Cancel culture can also be understood as a cultural tool whose purpose is to advocate for social justice. The attack on those 
who are perceived to have said or done something unacceptable or problematic online is the social media equivalent of justice 
(Clark, 2019; Jaafar 2023). Cancel culture often revolves around group dynamics and refers to the collective online effort to hold 
individuals or entities accountable for perceived wrongdoing by publicly denouncing, boycotting, or ‘canceling’ them on social 
media platforms (Nkrumah 2023). In cancel culture, individuals participate in the condemnation or support of others based on shared 
beliefs, values, or affiliations (Nkrumah 2023).  
The public, however, has different views on the concept of cancel culture. The Pew Research Center studied how the U.S. public 
views the concept of cancel culture, in which they surveyed 10.000 Americans on their definition of cancel culture. Additionally, 
participants were asked what they think the term means and, more broadly, how they feel about the act of calling others out on social 
media (Vogels et al. 2021). It was found that the answers varied based on factors such as sex, age, and political identification (Ibid.). 
The most common definition of cancel culture was centered around accountability. 49% of those familiar with the term said it 
describes actions people take to hold others accountable (Vogels et al. 2021). The minority also mentioned these actions could be 
misplaced, ineffective, or overtly cruel, which is why the study concluded that cancel culture means different things to different 
people (Ibid.). However, it was found the majority said calling out others on social media is more likely to hold people accountable 
as opposed to punishing those who do not deserve it (Ibid.). 

This type of ‘holding others accountable’ can be recognized from the rules of the legal system, which could be considered 
the predecessor of cancel culture (Ronson 2015). When an individual or organization violates the norms of the shared online 
community, the public will criticize, avoid, and punish them, which gives the public a sense of control (Ibid.). The definition of 
cancel culture is furthered by the study of what cancel culture is by differentiating the definition from a similar definition of 
boycotting another cultural form of public punishment (Cummings et al. 2023). Cummings et al. (2023) found Gen X believes that 
boycotting and cancelling are different. Their participants report that consumers who boycott large corporations care about 
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redeemability, and instead, cancelling is about virtue signaling, that is, letting others know you are moral to avoid being guilted and 
shamed (Cummings et al. 2023).  

Cancelling is often driven by moral or social injustices, and those who cancel want others to perceive them positively and 
avoid being shamed for not participating in the movement. Therefore, cancelling here is motivated by social identity. It is important 
to understand how these social identities come to be. In my prior research, the concept of self is established online, that is, how the 
concept of self affects and is affected by online cultures (Klok and McClellan 2023). Using the ideas of decision-making on 
Instagram contributes to an understanding of how online cultures allow for hate, negative comments, and critique. Online culture is 
less sanctionable than seen in face-to-face interactions, which allows people to post more recklessly, with little to no concern for 
others online. A possible explanation for the establishment of online cancel culture. Specifically, the complex blurring of monologic 
and dialogic forms of communication found online generates a hollow and inconsequential culture that maintains narrow concepts 
of self and fails to generate interactions necessary to co-create relevant and meaningful social values (Klok & McClellan 2023). In 
that, if it is considered inappropriate, taboo, immoral, or offensive, there must be a general set of cultural standards that inform us 
what is or is not appropriate (Jay, 2017). Therefore, the control and power of this phenomenon remains in the hands of its users 
(Jaafar 2023), though it cannot be denied that the tools we shape, shape us in return (West R. & Turner 2021). We have a relation 
to the mediated technology, i.e., we create and use technology, which re-creates who we are (Ibid.). This blurs the lines between the 
perceived online and ‘real life’ because to succeed in contemporary society, one must be present both online and offline. This exact 
idea is crucial to consider when it comes to managing crises. 

Proactive reputation management strategies, stakeholder engagement, and adaptation in navigating the complexities of 
cancel culture in the digital era are important for maintaining a positive organizational reputation (Nkrumah 2023). The importance 
of facilitating proactive strategies that help shape public perception and mitigate potential risks is necessary in the digital age.  

Technological developments have created new opportunities for marketing and communication. But it also comes with a 
new challenge, cancel culture, that should be managed closely to avoid crisis.  

3. Crisis communication  
 
Crisis communication is today an integrated part of most vocabulary, but it is still considered a new field of research. Crisis 
communication first became an independent field in the 1990s (Frandsen & Johansen 2017), where it was more focused on what 
today is considered disasters (Quarantelli 2005; Coombs 2023). Disasters are perceived as sudden, serious disruptions of routines, 
requiring response from multiple governmental units (Coombs 2023) These require new courses of action to cope with the disruption 
and pose a danger to values and social goals (Quarantelli 2005; Coombs 2023).  

Today, the fields of crisis communication have evolved, and the focus of the research has shifted to what is known as 
organizational crises. The broad idea is that organizational crisis breaks down the system of an organization, and this breakdown 
causes stress for the organization or its audience (Coombs 2023). Taking it one step further, crises are arguably complex processes 
that may be studied at many levels and from various perspectives (Frandsen & Johansen 2017, 34). This constitutes the general idea 
of crises as multifaceted situations, all unique but with a shared imposed level of stress. Organizational crises are, by Coombs 
(2023), defined as the perception of an unpredictable event that threatens important expectancies of stakeholders (Coombs 2015, 
3). The perceived violations of important stakeholder expectations may have negative implications for the company (Ibid.).  

This disruption of stakeholder expectations jeopardizes the relationship between the organization and its stakeholders. The 
perceived wrongdoing may lead to the stakeholders becoming upset with the organization (Lewis 2011; Coombs 2015). If a crisis 
exists, it is thus not a question of what makes a crisis but what the stakeholders interpret and negotiate among themselves to be a 
crisis (Coombs 2023). Stakeholders can, however, perceive crises differently because interpretations might be colored by attitudes, 
beliefs, and feelings.  

While many scholars do not acknowledge crisis communication as an independent field of study (Frandsen & Johansen 
2017), it today remains one of the most studied parts of managerial communication (Coombs 2023). All current definitions of what 
constitutes a crisis are founded on an understanding of one’s stakeholders as a crucial feature of the notion (Coombs 2023, Frandsen 
& Johansen 2017), as the stakeholders are considered the determiner of the crisis. 

Since the field of crisis communication consists of such a large amount of literature, it is possible to identify the research 
gap and uncover the broader agreeance on how to communicate in crises by comparing and discussing the existing approaches to 
crisis communication. When crisis communication was first studied, the field was studied as a transmission paradigm (Heath & 
Bryant 1992; Benoit 1995), where the organization communicated a message to an audience. Now, crisis communication is studied 
as an interactive paradigm (Coombs 2023; Frandsen & Johansen 2017), in which crisis communication is considered a dialog 
between the organization and the crisis audience (Coombs 2023, 2015) and sometimes even among the crisis stakeholders. As a 
result, the literature previously focused on the sender, their distribution of information, and their intended effect, now adjusted to 
focusing on the receiver, possible misinterpretations of messages from its receivers, and co-creation of meaning between sender and 
receiver (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). Another aspect that is included today is the ideal times and places for communicating crisis 
communication, making the interactive approach more complex in nature (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). 

It is advised by many (Coombs 2015, 2023; Benoit 2024; Massey & Larsen 2006) to prepare crisis management plans 
before a problem arises, though it is often seen that unexpected and immediate crisis management is necessary. While management 
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can occur concurrently with the development of the crisis, hasty management of crises can result in mismanagement or faulty 
communication.  

Crisis management and crisis communication are two closely related types of organizational practices in crisis. The function 
of the practices is to lessen the negative outcomes of a crisis, thereby protecting the organization from harm while facilitating a 
positive response to the situation (Coombs 2023, 7). In an organizational crisis, the crisis is caused by the wrongdoing of an 
organization and/or has negative consequences for said organization. This can damage the economic capital, political capital 
(influence), social capital (trust), and symbolic capital (image and reputation) of the organization (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). 
While some literature separates the two disciplines of crisis management and crisis communication, these can be seen as one. There 
is “no crisis management without communication, and no crisis communication without management, when a crisis breaks out.” 
(Frandsen & Johansen 2017, 10). Crisis communication cannot be reduced to an operational or tactical activity, that is, the 
production of the communicative message. This cannot be activated until the crisis management team of the organization has 
decided which strategy it will pursue to handle the crisis (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). The decision-making process is also a 
communicative process.  

If, however, the crisis is not managed, it can turn into a double crisis (Coombs 2015, 2023; Frandsen & Johansen 2017). If 
a communicative crisis overlaps the original crisis so far, the organization in crisis is not able to manage the communication; the 
organization has to deal with two crises at the same time. However, the communicative crisis often attracts more attention than the 
original crisis (Ibid.). This type of mismanagement is the worst case when managing crises. If the improper image repair strategy is 
selected, there is a risk of this happening. It can, however, be difficult to determine if a double crisis is occurring or if the stakeholders 
are simply not satisfied with the crisis response. To which I argue what determines whether it is a long crisis or a double is the 
stakeholders’ perception of what the perceived issues are. They are the ones who interpret and argue the crisis among themselves, 
why it is possible to observe from these, whether it is a question of one or two crises from what the stakeholders perceive as a 
problem. 

Another discipline often interchanged with crisis management is risk management. Simply put, ‘risk’ is defined as 
the multiplication of the probability of a negative or dangerous object by the consequences or severity (Ibid.). The objective 
of which is to eliminate, reduce, or control risks, thereby gaining enhanced utility or benefitting and avoiding detriment from 
the risks (Ibid.). Management of risks consists of several proactive approaches, such as risk identification, risk analysis and 
profiling, risk decisions and actions (Ibid.). What differentiates risk management from crisis management is the focus is 
exclusively on the pre-crisis stage, whereas crisis management can be in all stages of crisis.  

A popular approach to crisis communication literature is to apply a staged approach, that is, viewing crises as having several 
stages (Fink 1986; Mitroff 1994; Coombs 2015), to comprehend the complexity of the crisis. Crises are typically divided into pre-
crisis, crisis, and post-crisis, which stages can be viewed as a negative parabola in that crises most often have a maximum turning 
point. The staged approaches are found within the broad strategic perspective on crisis management. The stage approach is the view 
of crises as having a life cycle (Gonzalez-Herrero & Pratt, 1995). The stages each have a range of disciplines and tools based on the 
individual model or framework. Coombs (1999) established the now well-known, three-stage approach: pre-crisis, crisis event, and 
post-crisis. Within each of these three stages, there are found separate substages or sets of actions that should be covered in a crisis 
(Coombs 2023, 2015). This way of viewing crises remains to this day, from which much newer literature originates (Coombs 2023). 
Therefore, this systematic approach to crisis with a three-part structure has significantly contributed to further research on crises 
and their structures.  

While the stage approach provides, often necessary, structure to crises, reality is far from staged. Especially on social 
media, where the multitude of stakeholders’ different opinions often overlap (Frandsen & Johansen 2017), and it seldom is possible 
to distinctive point to the beginning and end of each stage. These stages should instead mark how the audience at different points in 
time has different expectations towards the organization in crisis. In that, audiences may not initially perceive the organization as in 
crisis but voice an opinion online. However, with time surpassing and the organization not properly responding, the audience will 
start to consider the organization as in crisis. Here, it will not be possible to pinpoint the evolvement from precrisis to crisis; it will, 
however, be possible to see the change in perception. 

The ideal crisis communication model integrates the various crisis models available with additional insights provided by 
other crisis communication experts (Coombs 2015). Therefore, any comprehensive model must be able to provide insights into the 
crisis management process from different, random, as well as fixed, perspectives (Coombs 2015). The three stages are popular 
because it is general enough to accommodate the other dominant crisis management models and simultaneously allow for the 
integration of ideas from other crisis management experts (Coombs 2015). However, in the last century, many have focused on how 
to approach framing the context of a crisis in broad theoretical frameworks (Frandsen & Johansen 2017).  

The research on crisis management does tend to be pessimistic in their evaluation of the development of the discipline, by 
the constant emphasis on the lack of a general paradigm (Pearson et al. 2007; Frandsen & Johansen 2017). Where the research on 
crisis communication is more optimistic in that crisis communication is a subproduct of public relations (Toth 2010) but is 
‘provocatively and excitingly’ growing to be an independent field (Coombs & Holladay 2010). 

One approach is situational crisis communication theory (SCCT), where the audience’s attribution of crisis responsibility 
to an organization serves as the basis for choosing the most appropriate crisis response strategy (Coombs 2015). Here, the additional 
layer to the classic three-stage approach is in framing the attributes of the stakeholders to repose appropriately. SCCT is based on 
an experimental approach to the study of crisis communication (Coombs 2007). Coombs advanced toward the creation of an image 
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repair selection theory. SCCT is considered a useful and credible framework for evaluating crisis responses, but the many intangible 
components of it make it difficult to select an image repair strategy. SCCT further lacks directions on how to differentiate between 
response strategies in the same cluster, but in reality, both the public and crisis managers have different perceptions of the strategies 
(Furgeson et al. 2018). The literature is focused on providing examples of real events, wherefore SCCT will be influenced by the 
cases and examples, as it is contended that crises are complicated and distinctive. All crises might not comply with the normative 
guidelines of SCCT (Coombs 2015). 

In recent approaches to crisis communication, the organization is the focal point, but the communication among 
stakeholders is integrated (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). This can be approached in the complex set of ideas about the social space, 
the rhetorical arena (RAT), that opens when a crisis breaks out (Frandsen & Johansen 2017, 143). This space is not permanent but 
rather opens or closes long before and after the crisis event and will always be out there (Ibid.). In this space, many stakeholders 
start communicating when a crisis breaks out (Ibid.). This idea furthered the field of crisis communication from being focused on 
the individual communicative process to including multiple potential communications in crisis. This created multiple layers of crisis 
communication, then studied from two different but integrated perspectives: the micro- and macro perspective (Frandsen & Johansen 
2017). While these perspectives provide additional layers to crisis communication, it is argued that the rhetorical arena presents a 
paradox. That RAT is designed to add the communicative complexity that characterizes organizational crises to the traditional 
existing ideas of crisis communication to better understand the crises (Ibid.). It will, however, never be achievable to study or 
integrate all the proposed aspects of crisis communication. The aim of the macro perspective of mapping all stakeholders and those 
without a stake in the crisis is not considered possible, as the countless communication channels that exist today would make it 
impossible. Though paradoxical, the advantages of RAT should not be disregarded but rather encourage limitations by the individual 
researcher or crisis manager based on the specifics of the crisis and the goal of the communication. Further, RAT has shifted the 
field of crisis communication from the focus on a communication process to understanding there can be multiple communication 
challenges. 

The technological development and increasing use of social media have had implications on crisis communication that 
have attracted attention from scholars. Therefore, the growing cancel culture should be considered by organizations in the 
management of crises. Organizations are now subjected to social sanctions and cancellations both in cyberspace and in real life 
(Jaafar 2023). The research on crisis communication on social media is a quickly growing field, in which it is acknowledged that 
social media and the internet have changed the ways organizations should manage crises (Frandsen & Johansen 2017; Coombs 
2015). Organizations should further proactively engage in online communication. By being proactive in the monitoring of online 
conversations, prioritizing transparent and authentic communication, swift response to emerging issues, and collaborating with the 
audience to address concerns, organizations can manage their online reputation (Chen & Wang 2019; Nkrumah 2023). Therefore, 
organizations should establish resilient online reputation management strategies in which transparency, authenticity, and 
responsiveness to effectively navigate the challenges posed by cancel culture are prioritized (Nkrumah 2023). For this exact purpose, 
it is suggested that online reputation is best managed in the context of cancel culture by providing practical recommendations for 
individuals and organizations (Nkrumah 2023). However, the most prominent literature on crisis communication lacks practical 
guidelines.  

Whilst it is considered important to proactively manage the cancel culture as part of the organization’s crisis management, 
sometimes organizations do not realize they are in crisis or realize it too late, in which the image of the organization is already 
damaged. In such instances, the organization should utilize image repair efforts. 

4. Image repair theory  
 
Image Repair Theory (IRT) is adopted in crisis response strategies. IRT was the most used theory in public relations articles between 
1991 and 2009 (Benoit 2024). Leading theorists (Coombs, Frandsen & Johansen) take their approach to crisis response from Benoit 
(1995). He aggregated the work of several scholars who dealt with strategic options for rhetoric crisis communication, resulting in 
five broad rhetoric strategies, three of which have different variations. 

‘Image’ is, by Benoit (2024), considered the public persona of an individual, group, or organization, and “it is constructed 
by each audience member based on their attitudes toward the target” (Benoit 2024, 2), in which people with a common interest, 
such as an audience, can develop overlapping attitudes toward an individual, group or organization. Images, therefore, consist of 
related overlapping attitudes, these are groups of attitudes that concern an individual, group, or organization (Benoit 2024). What 
defines an image is highly contested across the area. However, there is a consensus that organizational image is created by the 
perception of the audience (Benoit 1995; Dowling 1986; Frandsen 2017). It is when an individual, group, or organization is accused 
of wrongdoing, an image can be damaged. These threats to an image can motivate image repair.  

Image repair is when a person or organization accuses another of wrongdoing, and the accused produces a message that 
attempts to repair that image (Benoit 2015). Benoit (2024) argues one does so based on the audience’s perception(s) of belief and 
values. Therefore, it is necessary for the organization to understand the perception of the audience when trying to repair their image 
(Ibid.). From this, the organization will attempt to produce the most effective message to persuade that audience (Benoit 2015). 
These perceptions may or may not reflect an accurate understanding of the audience’s perceptions (Ibid.). The communicated 
perceptions are what the organization must work with to produce a possibly persuasive message because it never will be possible 
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for the organization to look ‘inside’ the heads of the audience to determine their real attitude (Benoit 2024). It will be in the 
communication between the organization and audience both participants approach the real attitude of the other. Wherefore, it must 
be realized that both organizations and audiences act and react based on their perceptions or misperceptions about reality (Ibid.). 
Image repair can be prompted by suspicions rather than explicit accusations (Ibid.) as to why the image repair might or might not 
be necessary. Also, it is possible that image repair can be used preemptively, attempting to forestall accusations. 

IRT consists of five broad strategies: denial, evasion of responsibility, reducing offensiveness, mortification, and corrective 
action, three of which have variations (Ibid.), all accounted for in the following sections. 

Since IRT emerged as a subject area, many applications and case studies have ensued in which the nature and functions of 
defensive discourse were highlighted (Ibid.). One of the first critiques of image repair in crisis communication was the defensive 
role of the organization. Benoit painted the role of the organization as defensive, in that the function of image restoration is to first 
respond when a crisis is occurring, to which others argue that image restoration should be placed in a broader, more strategic 
perspective (Sturges 1994). Other applications are less critical yet reappearing in the field. Such as the strategies of mortifications 
and corrective actions best used together, and some strategies are mutually exclusive (Benoit 1995 2024). Most literature within the 
field is contextualization of IRT. Qualitative case studies are used to understand how each of the strategies is perceived by an 
audience. While these rhetorical strategies have been rudimentary for crisis communication, literature today is either focused on the 
explanatory elements of providing the framework (Coombs 2023) or the selection and identification of strategies in case studies 
(George & Pratt 2012). 

Further image repair theory originally had 14 strategies (Benoit 2015) and there have since been added additional strategic 
approaches. In 2007, ‘no response’ was proposed as the sixth addition to the five broad categories (Coombs 2007), and in 2024, two 
new variants of denial were proposed: deflect attention and straw denial (Benoit 2024). 

Although this literature is immensely enlightening and important for the development of the field of communicating in 
crisis, the field should be criticized for its lack of approaches to selecting an image repair strategy. Recently, new literature has 
studied the effectiveness of the strategies, where studies have valued some strategies as more appropriate (Benoit 2024), more 
successful (Ferguson et al. 2018), or undesirable (Ibid.). Even contingency plans for crises have been developed, which include 
image repair plans (Benoit 2024). The eight steps are (1) identifying accusations or suspicions, (2) deciding which audience is most 
important, (3) analyzing the attitudes of the intended audience, (4) identifying other potential conflicting goals, (5) managing 
resources, (6) developing the image repair effort, (7) selecting a media to reach the intended audience, (8) developing and deploying 
image repair messages, may be useful for conceptualizing the problem at hand, it does not lead to a selection a strategy based on 
how the problem is conceptualized. 

The theory of image repair selection has yet to be studied and developed. It is this research gap I will address. This will be 
done by examining the most prominent existing strategies for image repair and the experimental evaluations of the use of image 
repair to determine the expectations and risks associated with the strategies. This is done in the hopes of expanding the image repair 
plans to include the selection of strategies to further the field of literature to include determiners of the selection of image repair 
strategies, thus closing the research gap. While it may seem paradoxical to draw on the literature under review here, the design of a 
selection methodology is dependent on the case studies using IRT. It is in these case studies that one can gain insights into which 
strategies have or have not been successful in each context.  

5. Method  
 
This model is made as a tool for selecting an image repair strategy based on the four parameters. The model is made up of extensive 
research on existing theories, case studies, and ongoing dialog with PR practitioners, which in turn will affect how the model applies 
to crises. The case studies are limited to online organization crises. Therefore, this is, first and foremost, the type of crisis the model 
is studied to work on. Online organizational crises transpire in the view of the public. This makes the image repair strategy especially 
important because online communication is most often carefully selected, and the expectations are created accordingly. Online 
organizational crises are, therefore, the most important crises to make a model for. This makes it possible to draw comparisons from 
other’s use of image repair strategies to understand how they are selected.  

It was previously argued that today, most crises are transpiring online, wherefore, I would not disregard any possibility that 
the model could be useful for other types of crises or incidents. MIRS is built on the general features of organizational crises, which 
is why it will most likely work in various types of organizational crises. It has, however, only been tested on written crisis 
communication. Face-to-face communication allows for more explanations and dialog, which is why the other attributes are assigned 
to the image repair offers. It would require more testing and actional considerations in the different steps to be able to determine if 
MIRS works on these types of crises. 

The perfect theory is, however, difficult given the unique features of crises. MIRS accommodates this by only focusing on 
the four most important elements of crisis communication and leaving the rest of the communication structure up to the organization. 
Thus, MIRS will work in most instances, as the key objectives of crisis communication are integrated into the model. The purpose 
of this is to start the concretization of crisis communication research. This is done by starting with only those elements that are 
widely agreed upon in the theoretical field. 
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Despite the generalizations and manageable approach of MIRS, the four parameters form a framework for the essential elements of 
crisis communication, namely managing communication and risk, the transparency of the organization, and selecting the rhetorical 
approaches in either being defensive or offensive, in which it is also necessary to understand an audience. MIRS is combining only 
the necessities to communicate in crisis, creating an overview of the crisis from which it is possible to approach a strategy. It is 
suggested that online reputation is best managed in the context of cancel culture by providing practical recommendations for 
individuals and organizations. 

This is exactly what the field has lacked: a theory-based tool to select the strategy that resonates in each crisis. MIRS is the 
addition the field has been missing. Further, MIRS is able to provide insights into the crisis management process from different, 
random, as well as fixed perspectives, which constitutes the ideal model (Coombs 2015). 

 
Ethical considerations  
Each theoretical approach, however, comes with limitations. One of the limitations that is up to the individual organization to 
consider is the ethical considerations. As Benoit (2015) argues, the ethical considerations of image repair are important. Lying in a 
message is unethical and unrecommendable (Ibid.). False, simple denial may help repair a damaged image, but it is considered 
unethical (Benoit 2024). I believe that an organization should not try to convince an audience of something untrue. Specifically, 
something the organization believes to be untrue. What is considered true will be deepened on the context in which it is 
communicated. In image repair, the truth will, therefore, be what the audience of the organization cannot prove is factual wrong. 
Lying is arguably wrong; it also carries several strategic repercussions, as there will always be the possibility that one's audience 
may know or learn the truth. While the best image repair is based on nothing but the truth, MIRS is rather focusing on the strategic 
disadvantages of lying to one's audience. Studies show how common strategies in crisis communication, such as mortification, 
corrective actions, and reducing offensiveness, all associated with low risk, varied in effectiveness. The effectiveness was dependent 
on factors including the perceived sincerity of the organization (Nkrumah 2023). Based on this, it is advised to always be authentic 
and truthful, to the degree allowed and possible, to best repair an image. In reality, this means that the accused should find a way to 
tell the audience something sincere and true to best resolve the problem and repair the damaged image. This means the organization 
should not focus on what they believe the audience “wants to hear” but rather rely on a sincere response to the perceived wrongdoing. 
Further, MIRS and the method of using MIRS are made to be successful only if the organization is honest with themselves and its 
audience, which is why it is important to consider if one believes in the image repair strategy before communicating it to one’s 
audience. 

6. The Model of Image Repair Selection  
 
The model of image repair selection (MIRS) is the solution to the research gap brought out in the previous sections. MIRS is neither 
a new theory of apologetic discourse nor a new crisis communication theory. The concept refers to the theoretical framework that, 
if used in alignment with the following theory-grounded explanation, will provide its user with the ability to select an appropriate 
image repair strategy. This chapter provides a detailed introduction to MIRS and its components. MIRS completes the void in the 
theoretical field by confronting points of criticism made of image repair theory by arranging the image repair strategies in a dynamic 
sphere that guides selection. The previously mentioned literature approaching such a framework will be integrated into this model 
(Benoit 2024; Ferguson et al. 2018; Blaney et al. 2015). Additionally, one way of using MIRS is proposed. 
 
6.1 The Model 
The visualization of MIRS is a circle. The circle is dynamic in that there is no fixed starting point. The circle is associated with 
constant movement, which corresponds with the communicative situation as communication is also everchanging depending on the 
context of said communication. Additionally, by using a circle instead of a triangle or a square, flexibility between the elements of 
the model is preserved. Had an angular shape been chosen, the shape of the model would be perceived as more fixed and 
unchangeable, which does not align with its ideas, where both crises and their communication are fluid and determined by context. 
In the circle, the six categories of image repair strategy are placed based on the four parameters: (1) risk associated with the strategy, 
(2) transparency, (3) degree of communicative resources, and (4) whether the strategy is considered defensive or offensive. 
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Figure 1 – Image repair selection model (1): structure 

 
As can be seen in the model, the circle is surrounded by the four parameters, two of which have double-sided arrows. High and Low 
transparency have arrows to demonstrate how this extends over a wider width of the model. 
 
6.2 The four parameters 
The four parameters are placed around the circle, where opposites are placed across from each other. These four parameters have 
been carefully curated based on an extensive reading of the field and which factors were recurring and used to select or criticize the 
image repair strategy. These four elements are part of what makes MIRS so useful for many because the elements are understood 
and identifiable by most people. The first element is the risk associated with each strategy. Since risks have already been defined, 
this section will be based on how people tend to rank the different image repair strategies (Ferguson & Kim, 2012; Ferguson et al. 
2018). The risk associated with the chosen strategy will refer to the level of risk of the audience not accepting the image repair 
strategy. Thus, ‘low risk’ refers to the risk of the audience not accepting the strategy, and ‘high risk’ is the increased chance of the 
audience not accepting the strategy. Low risk is placed at the top, and high risk at the bottom. There will, therefore, be a rational 
hierarchy in which the top of the model is associated with the most popular strategies in the public, and the lower part is the less 
accepted strategies. Although there is no correct place to be located, there is an underlying rationality that organizations want to 
minimize risk because the objective is to eliminate, reduce, or control risk. Integrating risk in the model accommodates the critique 
made of similar approaches to image repair strategies. 

The second element is the level of transparency in the image repair strategy. High transparency is important to preserve 
trust and credibility in online communication (Nkrumah 2023), while low transparency can cover up the unfortunate. High 
transparency is placed next to a high level of communicative resources, as it requires communication efforts of the accused to 
provide the audience with transparent communication. This can help organizations not only navigate the crisis but also minimize 
reputational damage (Ferguson & Kim, 2012). Therefore, transparency is also placed next to low risk, as it is shown how many 
values transparency in image repair strategy (Nkrumah 2023; Anderson 2012; Chen & Wang 2019). The fundamental strategy of 
prioritizing transparency and authenticity in all communication helps manage reputation in the digital age because transparent 
communication helps maintain relations and shape public perception (Nkrumah 2023). On the contrary, a lower degree of 
transparency will distance the accused from relations and, thus, also distances the accuser and the perceived problem from the 
accuser. Low transparency is related to a high level of risk because the audience either accepts the lack of transparency or reacts to 
the lack of transparency as a new problem, forcing the accused to respond to yet another perceived wrongdoing. However, low 
transparency works if there are few communicative resources available, and the audience eventually will move on to the next thing. 
Although it is rational to think that high risk and low transparency is a bad idea, it does work for some organizations.  

In the Netflix double crisis in 2023, they did not respond to the second crisis. While this was very risky and had no 
transparency, the audience eventually moved on, and Netflix returned to their daily routines. This means that while some strategies 
are rationally preferable, and perhaps in most cases, they are, what is best for the organization is based on each individual crisis. 
The parameter transparency is also illustrated with arrows because transparency extends over a wider part of the model. This 
parameter extends over the parameters positioned next to it, as these contribute to obtaining transparency. 
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The third element is the level of communicative resources. Communicative resources refer to the information the accused can give 
to the audience. This includes what information the organization wants to give its audience, what they are allowed to give the 
audience, and what information the organization has without lying to its audience. By communicating as much as possible, 
organizations can demonstrate their commitment to transparency and integrity, thereby preserving trust and credibility. If the 
organization has much information about the perceived wrongdoing and is willing to provide the audience with the information, the 
organization can demonstrate a high level of transparency. If, however, they do not have information about the crisis or are not 
allowed or willing to give this out, they cannot obtain transparency. 

The fourth element is whether the strategy is considered defensive or offensive. This refers to how the accused wants to be 
perceived by its audience. The terminology is borrowed from the world of sports, in which to be defensive means to take a reactive 
approach rather than a proactive approach, which is to be offensive. Therefore, the defensive element is placed next to low risk, as 
it functions by preventing the accuser from further damaging the accused reputation. The offensive element is, therefore, placed 
next to high risk, as offensive strategies are associated with higher risk in that they attempt to reclaim the narrative. This, however, 
does also require more communication than defensive strategies because it requires more communication to change the perceptions 
of the audience than agreeing with them. All this can be seen in Figure 2. Having explained the model and the four parameters, it is 
possible to place the six strategies in the model. 
 
6.3 The placement of each strategy 
In the model below, the six strategies are placed within the framework. The six strategies are placed based on the literature on each 
strategy. To simplify MIRS, it is the strategies that are placed in the model instead of each variation. The placement of each strategy 
is accounted for in the following. 
 

 

 
Figure 2 - Image repair selection model (MIRS) 

 
Corrective Action  
The strategy, corrective action, is when the accused makes a promise to correct the problem. One way of applying this strategy is to 
resort to the state of affairs to what it was before the undesirable action. Another is to prevent the reoccurrence of the action (Benoit 
2024). Some argue this should be subsequential to an apology, where it is important to realize people may take corrective actions 
without admitting guilt for the wrongful act (Benoit 2024). The willingness to take corrective action or hinder the recurrence of the 
problematic situation may improve the image of the accused. This should not be mistaken for compensation; it differs in that 
corrective actions will offer to correct or prevent the problem, whereas compensation seeks to pay restitution for it (Benoit 2024). 
Corrective action is placed at the top of the model. This makes it the strategy associated with the least risk and is placed in the 
middle between many and few communicative resources. It is close to both high transparency and defensive, rather than offensive 
and low transparency. Corrective action is one of the most effective image repair strategies (Benoit & Pang 2008; Ferguson et al. 
2012). This strategy is the least risky, as it is evaluated as the most positive and most likely to be recommended by public relations 
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(PR) professionals (Ferguson et al. 2012). Corrective action can come in a variety of different communicative messages, which is 
why it is placed between many and few communicative resources. Further, it is considered defensive rather than offensive, as it will 
most often correct the perceived problem and thereby be responsive rather than attempting to change the narrative of the 
communication. Lastly, this strategy requires a higher level of transparency, as the audience should be able to understand the changes 
and/or motive for the change. 
 
Mortification 
This strategy is, in its simplicity, an apology. Mortification is when the accused of the wrongful action confesses to committing the 
action and begs for forgiveness (Benoit 2024). If the audience believes the apology is truthful, they might pardon the wrongful 
action. This strategy may be used best in couples with other strategies, such as corrective action. However, these strategies can exist 
independently. 

Mortification is placed in the upper right spot. This makes this the most defensive strategy. It is placed in the middle 
between high and low transparency, but closer to low risk and few communicative resources, rather than high risk with many 
communicative resources. Mortification is also placed next to corrective action because these are often used together. This strategy 
is evaluated as the second most effective strategy in that it is likely to be recommended to organizational leaders by PR professionals, 
wherefore this strategy is closer to low risk. However, mortification is considered less communicative on its own, and an apology 
does not require much communication when used independently of other strategies. Further, it is the most defensive strategy, as the 
apology is in direct response to the perceived wrongdoing. Lastly, this strategy does not demonstrate either high or low transparency, 
as less communication does not enable the audience to read into the considerations of the organization. 

 
No response  
While the total of 14 different strategies condensed by Benoit is accepted, it is discussed in rhetorical and strategic crisis 
communication literature whether the 15th strategy, ‘no response’, should be included as a strategy. Coombs (2007) argues no 
response should be included in the list of strategies. As for Benoit, he acknowledges the strategic approach is used (Benoit 1995) 
but argues it should not be considered a rhetorical strategy, as the lack of communication equals a lack of rhetorical strategy. 
However, I would argue that choosing not to speak sometimes is worth a thousand words, which is why it should be considered a 
rhetorical strategy. Further, I attempt to explore all strategic approaches to crisis communication, which is why it is included in the 
theoretical framework. The strategy is simply when the accused chooses not to respond to the allegations of the audience. The 
accused may hope this audience then, at some point, moves on and forgets about the allegations of wrongdoing, thereby resorting 
the situation to what it was before the undesirable action. Because the attitudes of people can vary widely in some cases, image 
repair measures can persuade some people simultaneously while repelling others with different attitudes (Benoit 2024, 3). 

Silence is placed in the lower right spot. This spot has the least transparency and is in the middle of defensive and offensive. 
It is, however, closer to few communicative resources and high risk rather than low risk and many communicative resources. Silence 
often leads to negative perceptions and is the second most negative strategy and second least likely to be recommended by PR 
professionals (Ferguson et al. 2012), which is why it is considered high risk. Further, silence is the least transparent and requires no 
communicative recourses, as the very basis of the strategy is not to engage in communication with the audience. 

 
Denial 
Another option for repairing one’s tarnished image is to deny the wrongful act. Denial comes in two variations. First, simply denial, 
in which the accused denies performing the wrongful action. This can either be denying the undesirable act has occurred or denying 
that the accused committed it (Benoit 2024, 1995; Ware & Linkugel 1973). If any of those two options is accepted by the audience, 
it should absolve the crisis immediately. This strategy has, however, been highly criticized for being ineffective (Furgeson et al. 
2018). Specifically, using denial despite having performed the undesirable act has received critique from both scholars and the 
public (Ibid.). This has resulted in the public having developed doubt about this strategy, which has affected its effectiveness. 

The second variation of denial is shift of blame, in which the accused directs blame to another person, group, or organization 
(Benoit 2015). If another actor is to blame for the undesirable event, the accused may not be to blame anymore (Ibid.). This variation 
may be preferable to simple denial because additional information is provided. Blame shifting provides a new target for the negative 
attitudes the audience may have while answering the important question of “if you did not do it, who did?” simultaneously (Benoit 
2024). 

Denial is placed at the bottom of the model. This makes it the strategy associated with the highest risk and is also placed 
in the middle of many and few communicative resources and closest to both low transparency and offensive rather than defensive 
and high transparency. Simple denial should, if accepted, enhance perceptions of the offender’s image (Benoit 2023, 2015). 
However, in reality, strategic communicators perceived this strategy to be particularly ineffective (Wallance et al. 2008; Ferguson 
et al. 2012). It is also found that practitioners hold negative perceptions of shifting of blame (Ibid.), wherefore this strategy is the 
strategy associated with the most risk. This strategy also has negative perceptions associated with it and is the most (simple denial) 
and third most (shift of blame) negative strategy and most and third most least likely to be recommended by PR professionals 
(Ferguson et al. 2012), only divided by silence. This strategy does not require either many or few communicative resources, as 
denial can be consistent with both much information and no information. The strategy is considered more offensive, as denial 
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directly disrupts the opinion of the audience. Lastly, the strategy is considered low in transparency, as the communication does not 
encourage the audience to understand the actions of the organization but rather wants to remove the organization from wrongdoing. 

 
Evasion of responsibility  
Evasion of responsibility may be used when the accused is unable to or does not wish to deny performing the offensive action 
(Benoit 2024, 2015, 1995). In this strategy, the accused might be able to repair their image by evading or reducing their apparent 
responsibility for the action. This strategy has four variants. The first is provocation, a version of which might be known as 
scapegoating (Scott & Luman 1969), not to be mistaken for shifting of blame. In provocation, the accused claims the wrongful 
action was in response to another action; the wrongful was provoked by another wrongful action. If accepted by the audience, the 
provocateur is being held responsible for the actions instead of the accused (Benoit 2024). 

A second variant of evading responsibility is defeasibility (Ibid.), in which the accused claims a lack of information about 
or control over key elements impacted in the situation (Scott & Luman 1968), which means that the accused should not be held fully 
or partially accountable for the offensive act. If the audience accepts this strategy, it should help repair the tarnished image by 
reducing the perceived responsibility for the offensive act (Benoit 2024, 1995). 

The third variant is accident, where the accused claims the wrongful action occurred by accident (Benoit 2024; Scott & 
Lyman, 1968). There is a tendency to believe that others are responsible only for factors that are reasonably under their control 
(Benoit 2024). This should lessen the apparent responsibility of the accused and the damage to their image if the accused can 
persuade the audience that the wrongdoing was an accident. 

The fourth, good intentions, is when the accused suggests that the undesirable action was done with good intentions (Ibid.). 
People who do wrongful actions while attempting to do good are often held less accountable than those who intend to do bad (Ibid.). 
Therefore, if accepted, the audience might relieve the accused of some or the entire responsibility. 

Evasion of responsibility is placed in the bottom left spot. This makes this the most offensive strategy. It is placed in the 
middle between high and low transparency, but closer to high risk and many communicative resources, rather than low risk with 
few communicative resources. Evasion of responsibility has four different variations, which is why the placement is highly deepened 
on the context. Generally speaking, however, all the strategies are placed in the two last thirds of accepted strategies, and whether 
researchers and partitions would recommend these strategies (Coombs 2007; Ferguson et al. 2012). These strategies are considered 
the most offensive, in that the focus of the accused is to assign most of the blame for the perceived wrongdoing to external factors. 
Therefore, this strategy also requires many communicative resources, as the assignment of blame requires information and 
explanation for the audience to accept this strategy. Evasion of responsibility is placed in the middle between high and low 
transparency because communication about external factors neither showcases credibility and trust in the organization nor takes 
away credibility and trust from them.  

 
Reducing offensiveness  
The strategy of reducing offensiveness is when the accused attempts to reduce the offensiveness of the wrongful action by justifying 
the action (Benoit 2024). This strategy has six variations: bolstering, minimization, differentiation, transcendence, attacking one’s 
accuser, and compensation. 

The first variant is bolstering, in which the accused attempts to communicate the positive effects of the accused to the 
audience. In the hopes of offsetting the negative feelings, the audience might associate with the wrongful act (Benoit 2024, 2015; 
Ware & Lunkugel 1973). When people are accused of wrongdoing, they describe positive characteristics they possess or positive 
actions they have done previously (Benoit 2024). The amount of negative perception from the accused wrongdoing remains the 
same when using bolstering, but the increased positive affiliations towards the accused may help reduce the negative feeling towards 
them, thereby creating an improved image (Ibid.). 

A second variation is to minimize the negative feelings towards the accused that are evoked by the wrongful action (Benoit 
2015). How this is done is less clear and highly dependent on the context of the crisis. If the audience comes to believe that the 
offensive action is not as bad as first perceived, the negative feeling towards the action is reduced (Benoit 2024), thereby minimizing 
the damage the undesirable act might have made to the image of the accused. 

The third strategic variation one can engage in is differentiation. In this strategy, the accused distinguishes the undesirable 
act from other similar but more offensive actions (Benoit 2024; Ware & Linkugel 1973). If the actions in question seem less 
offensive in comparison, the negative feelings of the audience may be reduced.  

Fourth, transcendence is a variation in which the wrongful action is placed in a different but more favorable context (Benoit 
2024; Ware & Linkugel, 1973). Depending on the given context, it can be either placing the action in a broader context (Ware & 
Linkugel, 1973) or simply suggesting a different frame of reference (Benoit 2024). A more positive context may reduce the perceived 
offensiveness of the action. 

The fifth strategy is attacking the accuser. If the credibility of the accuser is damaged, the damage to the image of the 
accused may be reduced because the source of the perceived wrongdoing loses its credibility (Benoit 2024; Scott & Lyman 1968). 

The sixth and last variant is compensation, in which the accused offers to help the victim to nullify the bad feeling that 
arose from the offensive action (Benoit 2024). This can be either valued goods, services, or monetary reimbursement. If the 
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compensation is acceptable, the negative feelings from the wrongful action should be eliminated, repairing the image of the accused 
(Benoit 2024). 

Reducing the offensiveness is placed in the upper left spot. This spot has the most transparency and is in the middle of 
defensive and offensive. It is, however, closer to many communicative resources and low risk rather than high risk and few 
communicative resources. Like evasion of responsibility, reducing the offensiveness has serval different variations, why the 
placement is highly deepened on the context. The six variations are, however, placed in all different parts of rankings of accepted 
strategies and whether researchers and partitions would recommend these strategies (Ibid.). Therefore, the placement is closer to 
low risk than evasion of responsibility. This strategy is also placed closest to transparency because most of the variations are focused 
on communicating the positive attributes of the accused to remove the damage to their image. This is also why this strategy is placed 
close to many communicative resources because it requires much communication to change the perception of the audience. 
 
6.4 The visualization and movement of MIRS 
Because crises are complex and dynamic configurations of communicative processes (Frandsen & Johansen 2017), the development 
of MIRS accommodates context by allowing its shape to increase or decrease before, during, and after a crisis. As discussed above, 
the visualization is circular because the dynamic model allows for movement. Therefore, each of the six strategies is also visually 
represented as smaller circles, which can also be flexible in size. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3 – Image repair selection model (2): movement 
 
 

In Figure 3, it can be seen how the size of each strategy changes. In the first part, the circles representing each of the six strategies 
are further apart. However, these can change in size, resulting in closer or overlapping strategies, as shown in the last part of Figure 
3. This happens based on how acceptable the audience is in the crisis. Some audiences accept more image repair strategies, why the 
circle will shrink, and so will the space between the four parameters. An example of this is in 2018 when Kentucky Fried Chicken 
(KFC) ran out of chicken (Petroff 2018). Here, the audience was susceptible to most communication, which allowed KFC to 
apologize and even rearrange the letters on the side of chicken buckets to “FCK” instead of “KFC”. Had the audience been less 
susceptible, this could have furthered the crisis, but instead, it has been named “very FCKing clever” (Brownsell 2018) crisis 
management. 

On the contrary, the circle can also grow in the opposite direction, making the space between the strategies greater when 
the audience is less likely to accept some strategies. This was seen in 2023 when Netflix shared a comprehensive list of guidelines 
outlining how it will prohibit password sharing. In this crisis, the audience was far from receptive to all crisis communication. The 
list of guidelines was only up for 24 hours, and Netflix claimed this was an “error” and stated “that those rules are in fact currently 
in place, just not yet in the United States.” (Tamanini 2023). The audience especially noted the word ‘yet,’ so much so that it turned 
into a double crisis for Netflix. This example shows that in some crises, when the audience is less susceptible, each strategy is further 
from the other. 

Each of the smaller circles, when having the ability to change, allows for an imperfect symmetry, as the unique and complex 
nature of crises may influence the model. Thus, this circular model consisting of smaller circles captures the fluid and dynamic 
sphere that opens when a crisis emerges (Frandsen & Johansen 2017). 
 
6.5 Using MIRS 
Now, having explained MIRS, it will be possible to use it. This will be with a basis in Image Repair Plans, which explains the steps 
of the image repair selection process (Benoit 2024). These will be the considerations that should be made to properly select a strategy 
from the model presented. When using the first three steps of the model, it is important to be completely honest with oneself and 
disregard potential societal pressures or pressure from others, as the model deems it a necessity in online image repair responses, to 
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be honest. Today, online audiences have seen vast quantities of crisis responses, wherefore they are advanced in interpreting 
transparently.  

The use of the MIRS is primarily for, but not limited to, organizations in crisis. MIRS is both for partitioners who are 
working with image repair in the pre-crisis, crisis, or post-crisis stages. Also, it is for the use of those who are studying crisis 
responses. If MIRS is used retrospectively, it partially loses its function, which is the selection of an appropriate image repair 
strategy. However, the retrospective use can help partitioners and those who study image repair understand new unforeseen issues 
with the selected image repair strategy, bettering the user for future use. 

The model has been explained. The following sections will explain how to use the model by explaining the steps necessary 
for finding one's position and, thereby, the right strategy in the model. The selection has five primary steps, in which the last has 
three consideration subcategories: 

 
1. Identifying the problem  
2. Deciding which audiences are most important 
3. Analyzing the attitudes of the audience 
4. Selecting an image repair strategy.  
5. Rethinking the chosen strategy  

a. Identifying other potential conflicting goals 
b. Managing resources 
c. Selecting media to reach the intended audience. 
 

This order also reflects the hierarchical arrangement of the five questions. While I believe that all questions are important, some 
things are more important than others to understand to best get insights into the crisis. Thus, starting with understanding the 
problem(s) at hand and then who is the most important audience, one avoids becoming blinded by a strategy or sub-elements of the 
crisis before considering more details. However, this process is circular, meaning one can go through these five steps again and 
again to make sure the right strategy, based on MIRS, has been selected. The first step should, however, always be to identify the 
problem at hand. 
 
Identifying the problem 
First, to start the selection of an appropriate image repair strategy, it is important to understand the problem at hand. Understanding 
the potential threat or threats to one's image is vital for appropriate selection (Benoit 2024). These might be directly stated by the 
accuser; if not, one should quickly look for the theme(s) described in the accusations. In online crises, the accusations are, most 
often, short statements in a large quantity, wherefore, this should be straightforward. All problems, directly stated by the audience 
or perceived by the accused, should be noted for the following steps. 
 
Deciding which audience is most important 
The second step is determining if there is one or more perceived wrongdoings by the audience or audiences. The world is of a myriad 
of audiences (Benoit 2024), wherefore it is impossible to reach everyone. Therefore, it is deemed vital to determine which audiences 
are most important in the problematic situation. If there is more than one problem at hand, these should be prioritized based on 
which audience is most important (Ibid.). Audiences can, however, be ranked by an indefinite number of different factors. An 
organization can be concerned with its reputation with the public, investors, customers, government regulators, employees, the news 
media, or other audiences (Ibid.). While it would be ideal to satisfy everyone, audiences tend to have conflicting goals, not to 
mention different beliefs, values, and attitudes (Ibid.), and online, all of these are presented to the remaining audiences. 

The important part of this step is to determine what perceived wrongdoing the organization should attempt to respond to. 
While this does not equal a strategy, this part is important in that if judged correctly; it removes the danger of furthering the crisis 
at hand by further upsetting the highest valued audience. 

 
Analyzing the attitudes of the audience 
The first step is to analyze the attitudes of the most important audience. Once the threat or threats to reputation and the pertinent 
audience(s) have been identified and ranked, it is important to analyze the nature of negative attitudes (Benoit 2024). While the 
perceived wrongdoing should be identified at this point, it is important to understand the underlying feelings, beliefs, and 
expectations of the audience. The most important part here is to understand the unfavorable attitudes, one should not disregard the 
favorable attitudes held by the audience, as any positive attitudes used in accusations can be included in reducing the offensiveness 
(Ibid.). 

Three things should be determined in this step: (1) What is the feeling the most important audience holds? If the audience 
is angry, one should be placed on the defensive end of the model. If the audience is on the contra search for an apology, the accused 
should choose the strategy of mortification. (2) The most important characteristics for the audience in that the response should be 
interpreted as in line with these characteristics. (3) Does the audience expect an explanation, change, or simply to know whether the 
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accused did the undesirable action? (Ibid.). In online crises, the audiences are often direct about their needs and wishes, wherefore, 
it should be possible from a sample of accusations to determine these needs and wishes. 

After these three steps, one should have an idea of where in the model one should place oneself and, thereby, what general 
image repair strategy one should use. In the following steps, the purpose is to propose some of the possible risks associated with the 
selected image repair strategy. 

 
Selecting an image repair strategy 
When the perceived problem by the most important audience is identified, and their attitude thereof and towards the accused, one 
can choose the appropriate image repair strategy. One might already know where to place oneself in MIRS. If this, however, is not 
the case, one should take the four parameters and consider if these are appropriate for the online crises at hand. This is not a precise 
science, but rather an impression based on the unique structures of the crisis, why it would not be possible to make a specific outline 
of how to determine the placement of the accused within MIRS. It is, however, possible to make a set of generalizations that can 
help the organization in crisis understand their possibilities and limitations, as it is suggested that online reputation is best managed 
by providing practical recommendations for organizations. This is one way of determining one’s placements and not the way. The 
approach explained below is a generalization based on the ideas of MIRS. This approach should, therefore, only be used in line with 
the ideas of MIRS to work appropriately. In that, it is important that the accused fully disregard any of their expectations of what is 
considered the best strategy but rather focus on their perception of the problem and do not lie to either themselves or the audience.  
Based on six questions, one should be able to determine their placement in MIRS. The six questions are: 

(1) Did we do what the most important audience accused us of? 
(2) Do we fully understand and are compassionate toward the problem? 
(3) Are we willing to take a risk? 
(4) Do we want an offensive strategy? 
(5) Do we have more information to give? 
(6) Do we want high transparency? 
 

These six questions are made up of two important aspects of MIRS. First, it is important to understand if the accused did the 
undesirable action because one of the premises of MIRS is not to lie. The second question is integrated to make an organization 
aware of its own biases in crises because audiences are advanced in recognizing sincerity in crisis apologies. Thus, to even consider 
mortification, organizations should have both done the undesirable action and be sympathetic toward the problem. The four last 
questions are each made up of one of the parameters in MIRS. By lining up the questions one by one, it becomes more manageable, 
making it easier to find one's location in MIRS. In this approach, yes and no questions are used to simplify the process of 
consideration. I do, however, acknowledge the answers in this process may not be as clear cut yesses or noes, why it should be 
acknowledged this approach is only considered a tool for guiding the image repair selection process. 

 
Figure 4 – Image repair selection model (MIRS) (3): flowchart 

First, one should find out if the perceived problem is true. If one is innocent, denial is the best strategy, whereas if one committed 
the offense, one should use mortification. While this is true, reality is not as simple.  

If the accused is innocent, denying the accusation may be perceived as the best option. However, some people in the 
audience may reject denial even if the accused is innocent (Benoit 2024). Denial should, however, only be used when willing to 
take the high risk as the audience may not believe the accused. Similarly, if the accused find out they did do the offensive action, 
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mortification may be the obvious choice. However, if the organization is not fully sympathetic to all accusations, again, the audience 
may not believe the accused. Therefore, the two first determining questions will be:  

(1) Did we do what the most important audience accused us of? 
(2) Do we fully understand and are compassionate toward the problem? 

If one can answer both questions with a yes, mortification is a proper strategy. If the accused has more information to give, 
the mortification should be used with other strategies. 

(3) Do we have more communication to give? 
If the communicative resources are limited, mortification should be used on its own. If the communicative resources are 

not limited, corrective actions should be used in some capacity, either on its own or additionally to mortification. This strategy or 
combination is the most popular in both research and by the public (Benoit 2015; Ferguson & Kim, 2012; Nkrumah 2023). If either 
question was answered with no, the accused must then determine the level of risk the accused is willing to take.  

(4) Are we willing to take a risk? 
If the accused did not do the perceived wrongful action and is willing to take a high risk, denial may be used. If the accused 

is less disposed to take a risk, they should determine whether they do want to use an offensive strategy. While there is a higher risk 
associated with offensive strategies than with defensive strategies, there is still less risk associated with offensive strategies denial 
(Ferguson & Kim 2012).  

(5) Do we want an offensive strategy? 
If the accused wants an offensive strategy, in that the accused wants to take a proactive approach and redirect the 

communication from the perceived wrong. If the accused wants to take this approach, evasion of responsibility is used. On the 
contrary, if the accused wishes to take a less offensive approach, they should determine with what transparency this should be done.  

(6) Do we want high transparency? 
If this is not important for the accused, they may use silence. If the accused wished to have a high level of transparency, 

then reducing the offensiveness could be used, while this strategy requires more communication than silence, the accused then needs 
to provide to the audience.  

 
Choosing more than one strategy 
There is a possibility to choose more than one image repair strategy to include in the crisis response. If this is done, one should 
choose one image repair strategy as the key strategy and use further strategies, if appropriate, supplementary. The selected image 
repair strategies should not be contradictory, as the insincerity of contradictions is unlikely to improve one’s reputation. It is vital 
to realize that using more than one image repair strategy is not necessarily better than using fewer strategies (Benoit 2024). A single 
strategy, if selected particularly, might be successful (Benoit 2015). Consistency in the selection of image repair strategies is vital 
to successful image repair (Benoit 2024). A perfect example of this was in 2015 when AB also found itself in crisis. Placing the 
statement “The perfect beer to remove the word "NO" from your vocabulary for the night” on their beer cans and bottles resulted in 
negative responses online. In their response, they used evasion of responsibility (good intentions), reducing offensiveness 
(bolstering), and corrective actions all in one statement. When the accused is faced with multiple accusations, the defensive efforts 
do not need to use the same strategy for each accusation if the overall message is clear and consistent (Ibid.). The accused can deny 
some accusations and apologize to others in the same crisis response. Therefore, MIRS also allows for overlaps in strategies, 
something that is unique to the model. Benoit addresses this in his Image Repair Plans, from which the consideration originated. It 
is, however, yet to be used in crises, which is why MIRS is interpreting the possibility that one can use several strategies 
simultaneously. This can be to cover multiple needs or different, not conflicting, audiences (Ibid.).  
 
Identifying other potential conflicting goals 
Having selected an image repair strategy, one should search for potential conflicting goals associated with using this strategy. One 
can have other important conflicting goals in the situation in addition to repairing one's image (Benoit 2024). While this model has 
the key goal of repairing one’s image, it is important to acknowledge that, in reality, one may have other goals than image repair, 
which may conflict with image repair (Ibid.). For instance, in 2017, United Airlines made a public statement apologizing for 
dragging Dr. David Dao out of the airline (McCann 2017). They had, however, not accounted for the conflicting goal of their 
employees needing reinsurance. After which, they sent out an internal note stating that the employees had handled the situation 
correctly (Ibid.). This was leaked and further damaged the image of the organization because of the contradicting statements.  

This should especially be considered in changes in internal structures, new launches, and other initiatives that change what 
is known of the organization by its audience. What is then advised is to go back to the second and third steps, a (re)evaluating if the 
strategy chosen has similar, fewer conflicting substitutes or if the chosen strategy is the best possible option despite potentially 
conflicting goals.  

 
Managing resources 
Another component to be reflected on once having selected an image repair strategy is what resources are available to use in the 
defense against the accusations. These considerations can also be on the financial resources of the organization and crisis 
management team; it mostly refers to what informative communication(s) it is possible to add to the crisis response (Benoit 2024). 
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In that, it is possible to layer strategies. This, again, is something special with MIRS, as the layering of strategies and the continuance 
of additional information is highly valued. Here, the question is, are there any evidence, arguments, information, or other people 
who can reinforce the image repair message(s)? While it may persuade an audience to use simple denial, supporting the image repair 
strategy with additional arguments related to the strategy may be more persuasive (Ibid.).  

In evasion of responsibility, there might be information about the other event (provocation), the lack of information 
(defeasibility), proof of mishap (accident), or good intention that should be included in the response (Ibid.). Bear in mind this 
information should not be possible for the audience to directly refute. The same goes for variations of reducing offensiveness. 
Suggestions may be to consider if statistics showing the problem is exaggerated (minimization) if there is proof that the criticisms 
that are made are false (attack the accuser), what positive qualities exist, and what positive things have been done recently 
(bolstering), and can there be found additional sources, from whom the image repair can be supported (Benoit 2024).  

Corrective actions slightly deviate from the other. It is still important to reflect on additional information that should be 
included in a crisis response, specifically how, when, and why corrective actions are taken. However, it is immensely important to 
reflect on whether the corrective actions are achievable, sufficient for the audience, and in line with other important goals (Ibid.). It 
might be decided in the three steps that the most important audience expects corrective actions, and this is the only possible strategy 
for repairing one’s image. If there, however, is the slightest doubt about whether the expected corrective actions are achieved, 
phrases like "we will try", "we will work internally on", or "we will do our best to" should be used in the crisis response. Though 
these weak statements may predict more negative reactions, it is assets to gather less damage to one’s image, than not responding.  

Mortification is almost always a good idea. If a crisis emerges from the problematic situation, the audience will expect an 
apology. However, one should only apologize if they are sorry. The increase in online crises has seen its fair share of insincere 
apologies, which is why the public audience can assess these without much effort. If, however, one does find oneself sincere and 
sympathetic, this should be included in the response. In addition, one should reflect on what led to the problematic situation and 
include this in one’s response. However, it is very important not to use a “but” or other markers to indicate that the information after 
the apology is an excuse for perceived wrongdoing, as this could be perceived as insincere.  

 
Selecting media to reach the intended audience 
The accused should consider which online medium or media the crisis response should be published to reach the intended audience. 
People are active in choosing and using particular media to satisfy specific needs (Katz et al.1973). If the crisis transpired on a 
specific medium, this would be the apparent choice. For each medium, there is the possibility the message might not reach all 
audiences (Benoit 2024). It is also important to understand media have a limited effect because users are able to exercise choice and 
control (West & Turner 2021). In that, media is used to gratify the needs of its users (Katz et al.1973). Therefore, it is important to 
seek out the appropriate social media platform, online news media, influencer collaboration, etc.  

However, the interconnectedness of social media will help distribute all messages, so the most important consideration is 
where one was accused of wrongdoing. If, however, the accused chooses to address more than one audience, this may mean tailoring 
different messages for different audiences (Benoit 2024). This should, however, be done with conscience, as it is vital to be 
consistent because some people might see both messages and think a contradicting defense is being made (Ibid.).  

This chapter explained the theoretical contribution crisis communication made to establishing a new theoretical framework. 
This included a definition of organizational crises, crisis management, and IRT. All of which contributed to creating MIRS, the first 
step to filling the research gap. Having established a new theory and an additional method of using said model, it is important to 
study how it applies to a real organizational crisis.  

7. Conclusion  
 
In conclusion, the theoretical framework, MIRS, gave new insights into how to approach selecting an image repair strategy. This 
study started with the wonder of to what extent it is possible to create a new theory for selecting an image repair strategy. The aim 
was to create a theory that could be used both during crises but also as an analytical tool in retrospect. Based on the existing theory 
of crisis communication and IRT, supported by empirical data, MIRS was created. MIRS is the theoretical framework that contains 
only the most important parts of crisis communication. This distances MIRS from the paradoxical complex theories that the 
theoretical field has developed in recent times. MIRS is considered the first step in filling the research gap. MIRS has four 
parameters: (1) risk associated with the strategy, (2) transparency, (3) degree of communicative resources, and (4) whether the 
strategy is considered defensive or offensive. One way of using MIRS was proposed to further the concretization of the field. The 
method of using MIRS can help organizations understand how to position themselves within the model and practitioners with an 
understanding of the mismanagement of the crisis.  

While it was argued MIRS provided new insightful strategic ideas in the selection of image repair strategy, I suggest MIRS 
should be used in the study of several different crises. This will contribute to a greater understanding of the potential and 
functionality of the theory.  



Anna-Katrine M. Klok 
Communication & Language at Work (2024) Vol. 10(2), 84-105 

 

101 

 

Bibliography  
Agerdal-Hjermind, Annette. 2014. “The Enterprise Social Media Relations Strategy: The Case of Maersk Line.” Communication & 

Language at Work 3 (3): 3. https://doi.org/10.7146/claw.v1i3.16561. 
Agnes, Melissa. 2023. “What the Dylan Mulvaney Bud Light Can Controversy Should Teach Us.” Crisis Ready Institute. June 26, 

2023. https://crisisreadyinstitute.com/what-the-dylan-mulvaney-bud-light-can-controversy-should-teach-us/. 
Anderson, Chris, and Michal Wolff. 2010. “The Web Is Dead. Long Live the Internet.” WIRED. WIRED. August 17, 2010. 

https://www.wired.com/2010/08/ff-webrip/. 
Andrew, Scottie. 2023. “Who Is Trans Advocate Dylan Mulvaney?” CNN. April 13, 2023. 

https://www.cnn.com/2023/04/13/entertainment/dylan-mulvaney-bud-light-olay-cec/index.html. 
Anheuser Busch . 2017. “Budweiser Brings the American Dream to the Big Screen for Super Bowl LI | Anheuser-Busch.” 

Www.anheuser-Busch.com. January 31, 2017. https://www.anheuser-busch.com/newsroom/budweiser-brings-the-
american-dream-to-the-big-screen-for-super-. 

Bajaj, Gita, Anandan Pillai, and Rajen Gupta. 2014. “Crisis Communication in the Digital Era.” In Global Conference on Managing 
in Recovering Markets (GCMRM), 377–94. Managing in Recovering Markets. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-81-322-1979-
8_30. 

BBC. 2018. “KFC’s Cheeky Apology for Chicken Crisis.” BBC News, February 23, 2018, sec. Newsbeat. 
https://www.bbc.com/news/newsbeat-43169625. 

Benoit, W. L, and A Strathman. 2004. “Source Credibility and the Elaboration Likelihood Model.” In Readings in Persuasion, 
Social Influence, and Compliance Gaining, 95–111. Boston: Pearson. 

Benoit, W. L., and A. Pang. 2008. “Crisis Communication and Image Repair Discourse.” In Public Relations: From Theory to 
Practice, edited by T. Hansen-Horn and B. Neff, 244–61. Boston, MA: Pearson Allyn & Bacon. 

Benoit, William L. 1995. Accounts, Excuses, and Apologies : A Theory of Image Restoration Discourse. Albany: State University 
Of New York Press, Cop. 

Benoit, William L.. 2024. Accounts, Excuses, and Apologies, Third Edition. State University of New York Press. 
Benoit, William L. 2015. Accounts, Excuses, and Apologies : Image Repair Theory and Research. Albany, New York: SUNY Press. 
Berg, Bruce L, and Howard Lune. 2017. Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences. 9th ed. Boston: Pearson. Berger, 

Peter Ludwig, and Thomas Luckmann. 1966. The Social Construction of Reality. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books. 
Bouvier, Gwen, and David Machin. 2021. “What Gets Lost in Twitter ‘Cancel Culture’ Hashtags? Calling out Racists Reveals Some 

Limitations of Social Justice Campaigns.” Discourse & Society 32 (3): 307–27. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926520977215. 

Bradley, Diana. 2023. “PR Pros React to Bud Light Putting Two Executives on Leave after Dylan Mulvaney Backlash.” 
Www.prweek.com. May 1, 2023. https://www.prweek.com/article/1821353/pr-pros-react-bud-light-putting-two-
executives-leave-dylan-mulvaney-backlash. 

Brooks, Khristopher J. 2023. “Bud Light Gets Stock Downgrade Just Weeks after Dylan Mulvaney Fallout.” Www.cbsnews.com. 
May 12, 2023. https://www.cbsnews.com/news/bud-light-dylan-mulvaney-stock-downgrade-anheuser-busch-sales/. 

Brownsell, Alex. 2018. “KFC: A Very Fcking Clever Campaign.” Campaignlive.co.uk. CampaignUK. November 13, 2018. 
https://www.campaignlive.co.uk/article/kfc-fcking-clever-campaign/1498912. 

Bryman, Alan. (2004) 2016. Social Research Methods. 5th ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Bukszpan, Daniel. 2015. “What Was Bud Light Thinking? Consumers Keep ‘No’ in Their Vocabulary.” Fortune. Fortune. April 29, 

2015. https://fortune.com/2015/04/29/bud-light-up-for-whatever/. 
Calfee, Bailey. 2023. “Nearly Five Months after Bud Light’s Botched Mulvaney Partnership, Trans Influencers—and Brands—Are 

Still Feeling the Impact | Analysis.” Campaign Asia. August 11, 2023. https://www.campaignasia.com/article/nearly-five-
months-after-bud-lights-botched-mulvaney-partnership-trans-influenc/485743. 

Carr, Caleb T., and Rebecca A. Hayes. 2015. “Social Media: Defining, Developing, and Divining.” Atlantic Journal of 
Communication 23 (1): 46–65. https://doi.org/10.1080/15456870.2015.972282. 

Carrier, Mark. 2018. From Smartphones to Social Media : How Technology Affects Our Brains and Behavior. Santa Barbara, 
California: Greenwood, An Imprint of ABC-CLIO, LLC. 

Caruso, Skyler. 2023. “Everything to Know about the Bud Light Controversy.” People. July 19, 2023. https://people.com/bud-light-
controversy-everything-to-know-7547159. 

Chen, S., & Wang, H. 2019. “Online Reputation Management: Best Practices in the Age of Cancel Culture”. Journal of Public 
Relations Research, 32(4), 401-419.  

Chen, Yihua, Xingchen Yang, Hannah Howman, and Ruth Filik. 2024. “Individual Differences in Emoji Comprehension: Gender, 
Age, and Culture.” PLOS ONE 19 (2): e0297379–79. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0297379. 

Clark, Meredith D. 2019. “White Folks’ Work: Digital Allyship Praxis in the #BlackLivesMatter Movement.” Social Movement 
Studies 18 (5): 519–34. https://doi.org/10.1080/14742837.2019.1603104. 

Clark, Ruth Anne, and Jesse G. Delia. 1979. “TOPOIand Rhetorical Competence.” Quarterly Journal of Speech 65 (2): 187–206. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00335637909383470. 

https://people.com/bud-light-controversy-everything-to-know-7547159
https://people.com/bud-light-controversy-everything-to-know-7547159


Anna-Katrine M. Klok 
Communication & Language at Work (2024) Vol. 10(2), 84-105 

 

102 

 

Coombs, Timothy. 2007. “Protecting Organization Reputations during a Crisis: The Development and Application of Situational 
Crisis Communication Theory.” Corporate Reputation Review 10 (3): 163–76. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1550049. 

Coombs, W. Timothy , and Sherry J. Holladay. 2010. The Handbook of Crisis Communication. Chichester, U.K. ; Malden, Ma: 
Wiley-Blackwell. 

Coombs, W. Timothy. 2015. Ongoing Crisis Communication. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
Coombs, W. Timothy. 2023. Ongoing Crisis Communication. SAGE Publications. 
Coombs, W. Timothy . 1999. Ongoing Crisis Communication. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications. 
Cornelissen, Joep. 2020. Corporate Communication: A Guide to Theory and Practice. 6th ed. S.L.: SAGE Publications. 
Couldry, Nick. 2012. Media, Society, World : Social Theory and Digital Media Practice. Cambridge: Polity, Cop. 
Crane, Andrew, and Trish Ruebottom. 2019. “Stakeholder Theory and Social Identity: Rethinking Stakeholder Identification.” SSRN 

Electronic Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1662437. 

Cummings, Krista & Zafari, Babak & Beitelspacher, Lauren. 2023. #Cancelled! Exploring the Phenomenon of Cancel Culture. 

Daymon, Christine, and Immy Holloway. 2010. Qualitative Research Methods in Public Relations and Marketing Communications. 
2nd ed. London: Routledge. 

Dijck, José van. 2015. “After Connectivity.” Social Media + Society 1 (1): 205630511557887. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/2056305115578873. 

Dowling, Grahame R. 1986. “Managing Your Corporate Images.” Industrial Marketing Management 15 (2): 109–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/0019-8501(86)90051-9. 

Ferguson, Denise P., J. D. Wallace, and Robert C. Chandler. 2018. “Hierarchical Consistency of Strategies in Image Repair Theory: 
PR Practitioners’ Perceptions of Effective and Preferred Crisis Communication Strategies.” Journal of Public Relations 
Research 30 (5-6): 251–72. https://doi.org/10.1080/1062726x.2018.1545129. 

Ferguson, M. A., & Kim, J. H. 2012. “Engaging with stakeholders online: The case of BP’s Deepwater Horizon oil spill.” 
Communication Studies, 63(5), 610-626.  

Fink, Steven. 1986. Crisis Management : Planning for the Inevitable. Lincoln: Iuniverse Inc., New York, NY. 
Finn Frandsen, Winni Johansen, and De Gruyter Mouton. 2020. Crisis Communication. Boston Berlin De Gruyter Mouton. 
Finnemann, Niels Ole. 2014. “Digital Humanities and Networked Digital Media.” MedieKultur: Journal of Media and 

Communication Research 30 (57): 21. https://doi.org/10.7146/mediekultur.v30i57.15592. 
Fisher, Max. 2022. The Chaos Machine : The Inside Story of How Social Media Rewired Our Minds and Our World. New York: 

Little Brown & Company. 
Floyd, Thomas, and Avi Selk. 2023. “Bud Light Chief Says He ‘Never Intended’ Boycott over Trans Star Dylan 

Mulvaney.” Washington Post, April 15, 2023. https://www.washingtonpost.com/arts-entertainment/2023/04/15/bud-light-
apology-letter/. 

Frandsen, Finn, and Winni Johansen. 2017. Organizational Crisis Communication. Los Angeles: Sage Publications. 
Frandsen, Sanne. 2017. “Organizational Image.” The International Encyclopedia of Organizational Communication 4 (March): 1–

10. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118955567.wbieoc103. 
Freeman, R Edward. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
George, Amiso M., and Cornelius B. Pratt. 2012. Case Studies in Crisis Communication : International Perspectives on Hits and 

Misses. New York ; London: Routledge. 
Glaser, B. G., and A. L. Strauss . 1967. The Discovery of Grounded Theory. New York, NY: Aldine. 
Gonzalez-Herrero, Alfonso, and Cornelius B. Pratt. 1995. “How to Manage a Crisis Before - or Whenever - It Hits.” Public Relations 

Quarterly 40 (1). 
Graciela Bianca Jaafar, and Herna Herna. 2023. “The Impact of Media in Cancel Culture Phenomenon.” KOMUNIKASI 8 (2): 382–

90. https://doi.org/10.25008/jkiski.v8i2.893. 
Grix, Jonathan. 2002. “Introducing Students to the Generic Terminology of Social Research.” Politics 22 (3): 175–86. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9256.00173. 
Halon, Yael. 2023. “Budweiser’s New Pro-America Ad Sets Social Media Ablaze: Can’t Put the ‘Genie Back in the Bottle, Guys.’” 

Fox News. April 16, 2023. https://www.foxnews.com/media/budweisers-new-pro-america-ad-social-media-ablaze-cant-
put-genie-back-bottle-guys. 

Heath, Robert L, and Jennings Bryant. 1992. Human Communication Theory and Research. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 
Holpuch, Amanda. 2023. “Behind the Backlash against Bud Light’s Transgender Influencer.” The New York Times, November 21, 

2023, sec. Business. https://www.nytimes.com/article/bud-light-boycott.html. 
Impelli, Matthew. 2023. “Bud Light Response to Dylan Mulvaney Strife Called ‘Massive Blunder.’” Newsweek. April 26, 2023. 

https://www.newsweek.com/bud-light-response-dylan-mulvaney-strife-called-massive-blunder-1796926. 
Jaafar, Graciela Bianca Herna. 2023. “The Impact of Media in Cancel Culture Phenomenon.” IKATAN SARJANA KOMUNIKASI 

INDONESIA 8 (2): 382–90. https://doi.org/10.25008/jkiski.v8i2.893. 
Jay, Timothy. 2017. We Did What?! Greenwood. 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1662437
https://doi.org/10.1080/1062726x.2018.1545129
https://www.foxnews.com/media/budweisers-new-pro-america-ad-social-media-ablaze-cant-put-genie-back-bottle-guys
https://www.foxnews.com/media/budweisers-new-pro-america-ad-social-media-ablaze-cant-put-genie-back-bottle-guys


Anna-Katrine M. Klok 
Communication & Language at Work (2024) Vol. 10(2), 84-105 

 

103 

 

Jones, Thomas M. 1995. “Instrumental Stakeholder Theory: A Synthesis of Ethics and Economics.” The Academy of Management 
Review 20 (2): 404–37. 

Kandel, Basanta. 2020. “Qualitative versus Quantitative Research.” Marsyangdi Journal 1: 1–5. 
Kaplan, Andreas M., and Michael Haenlein. 2010. “Users of the World, Unite! The Challenges and Opportunities of Social 

Media.” Business Horizons 53 (1): 59–68. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0007681309001232. 
Kastberg, Peter. 2017. “Research Design – Composition, Configuration and Interdependencies.” Journal of Organizational 

Knowledge Communication 3 (1): 5. https://doi.org/10.7146/jookc.v3i1.25219. 
Katz, Elihu, Jay G. Blumler, and Michael Gurevitch. 1973. “Uses and Gratifications Research.” Public Opinion Quarterly 37 (4): 

509–23. https://doi.org/10.1086/268109. 
Klok, Anna-Katrine Mygind, and John G. McClellan. 2023. “Why Post That? Re-Thinking the Problem of Absent Presence within 

Social Media.” Communication & Language at Work 9 (1). https://doi.org/10.7146/claw.v8i1.142409. 
Knoedelseder, William. 2012. Bitter Brew : The Rise and Fall of Anheuser-Busch and America’s Kings of Beer. New York: 

HarperCollins Publishers Inc. 
Kornick, Lindsay. 2023. “Ex-Anheuser-Busch Employee Says Dylan Mulvaney Campaign a ‘Strategic Destruction of Bud Light.’” 

FOXBusiness. June 15, 2023. https://www.foxbusiness.com/media/ex-anheuser-busch-employee-says-dylan-mulvaney-
campaign-strategic-destruction-bud-light. 

Kourdis, Evangelos. 2017. “The Notion of Code in Semiotics and Semiotically Informed Translation Studies. A Preliminary 
Study.” Readings in Humanities 3 (December): 311–25. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-66914-4_21. 

Kreps, Daniel. 2023. “Bud Light Marketing Exec behind Dylan Mulvaney Campaign Takes ‘Leave of Absence.’” Rolling Stone. 
April 23, 2023. https://www.rollingstone.com/culture/culture-news/bud-light-marketing-exec-dylan-mulvaney-campaign-
leave-of-absence-1234722142/. 

Kvale, Steinar. 1996. Interviews: An Introduction to Qualitative Research Interviewing. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications. 
L Meghan Mahoney, and Tang Tang. 2016. Strategic Social Media : From Marketing to Social Change. Chichester, West Sussex, 

UK: Wiley-Blackwell. 
Larkin, Ewan. 2023. “Self-Inflicted Wounds Haunt Anheuser-Busch’s Dylan Mulvaney Crisis Response.” Www.prweek.com. April 

20, 2023. https://www.prweek.com/article/1820323/self-inflicted-wounds-haunt-anheuser-buschs-dylan-mulvaney-crisis-
response. 

Lewis, Laurie K. 2019. Organizational Change: Creating Change through Strategic Communication. Malden Ma: Wiley-
Blackwell. 

Ludwig Wittgenstein. 1958. Philosophical Investigations. Oxford: Blackwell. 
Marshall, Bryan, Peter Cardon, Amit Poddar, and Renee Fontenot. 2013. “Does Sample Size Matter in Qualitative Research?: A 

Review of Qualitative Interviews in Is Research.” Journal of Computer Information Systems 54 (1): 11–22. 
Massey, Joseph Eric, and John P. Larsen. 2006. “Crisis Management in Real Time.” Journal of Promotion Management 12 (3-4): 

63–97. https://doi.org/10.1300/j057v12n03_06. 
Mayer, Grace. 2023. “Bud Light Has Been Embroiled in Backlash since a Beer Promotion by a Transgender Influencer. Here’s a 

Timeline of How the Controversy Has Played Out.” Business Insider. August 18, 2023. 
https://www.businessinsider.com/bud-light-transgender-controversy-backlash-boycotts-history. 

McCann, Erin. 2017. “United’s Apologies: A Timeline.” The New York Times, April 14, 2017. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/14/business/united-airlines-passenger-doctor.html. 

Min, Sarah. 2023. “HSBC Downgrades Anheuser-Busch InBev as It Deals with a ‘Bud Light Crisis.’” NBC News. May 10, 2023. 
https://www.nbcnews.com/business/business-news/hsbc-downgrades-anheuser-busch-inbev-deals-bud-light-crisis-
rcna83778. 

Mitroff, Ian I. 1994. Crisis Management and Environmentalism : A Natural Fit. Emmitsburg, Md: National Emergency Training 
Center. 

Myers, Owen. 2023. “‘Panic and Rash Decision-Making’: Ex-Bud Light Staff on One of the Biggest Boycotts in US History.” The 
Guardian, September 19, 2023, sec. World news. https://www.theguardian.com/world/2023/sep/19/dylan-mulvaney-bud-
light-boycott. 

Napolitano, Elizabeth. 2023. “Anheuser-Busch Exec Steps down after Bud Light Sales Slump Following Dylan Mulvaney 
Controversy - CBS News.” Www.cbsnews.com. November 16, 2023. https://www.cbsnews.com/news/bud-light-anheuser-
busch-marketing-chief-steps-down-boycott-dylan-mulvaney/. 

Nkrumah, Davis. 2023. “Managing Online Reputation in the Age of Cancel Culture.” Journal of Public Relations 2 (1): 25–37. 
https://doi.org/10.47941/jpr.1696. 

Nöth, Winfried. 2014. Handbook of Semiotics. Bloomington ; Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, Dr. 
Otis, Ginger Adams, Lauren Weber, and Jennifer Maloney. 2023. “WSJ News Exclusive | Bud Light Brewer Puts Two Executives 

on Leave after Uproar over Transgender Influencer.” WSJ. April 22, 2023. https://www.wsj.com/articles/anheuser-busch-
shake-up-after-transgender-influencer-was-featured-on-beer-can-a0ed8009. 

Over, Harriet. 2016. “The Origins of Belonging: Social Motivation in Infants and Young Children.” Philosophical Transactions of 
the Royal Society of London. Series B, Biological Sciences 371 (1686): 20150072. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0072. 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0007681309001232


Anna-Katrine M. Klok 
Communication & Language at Work (2024) Vol. 10(2), 84-105 

 

104 

 

Pearson, Christine M, Christophe Roux-Dufort, and Judith Clair. 2007. International Handbook of Organizational Crisis 
Management. Los Angeles: Sage Publications. 

Petroff, Alanna. 2018. “KFC Apologizes for Chicken Shortage with a Hilarious Hidden Message.” CNNMoney. February 23, 2018. 
https://money.cnn.com/2018/02/23/news/kfc-apology-ad-shortage-chicken/index.html. 

Pettman, Dominic. 2016. Infinite Distraction. John Wiley & Sons. 
Phillips, Aleks. 2023. “Bud Light Goes Silent Online Amid Dylan Mulvaney Backlash.” Newsweek. April 8, 2023. 

https://www.newsweek.com/bud-light-silent-social-media-dylan-mulvaney-backlash-1793277. 
Placido, Dani Di. 2023. “Dylan Mulvaney Had a Classy Response to Hateful Bud Light Backlash.” Forbes. April 28, 2023. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/danidiplacido/2023/04/28/dylan-mulvaney-responds-to-hateful-bud-light-backlash/. 
Prakash, Prarthana. 2023. “It Wasn’t Just You—Beers Have Had a Challenging 2023 as Well, from Consumer Boycotts and 

Sobering Volumes to ‘Stolen’ Breweries.” Fortune Europe. December 29, 2023. 
https://fortune.com/europe/2023/12/29/beer-brands-abinbev-heineken-carlsberg-2023-woes/. 

Putnam, L. L., Phillips, N., & Chapman, P. 1996. “Metaphors of communication and organization.” In S. R. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W. 
R. Nord (Eds.), Handbook of Organization Studies (pp. 375—408). London: Sage. 

Quarantelli, E. L. 2005. What is a Disaster? New Answers to Old Questions. Philadelphia, PA: Xlibris. 

Reber, Dylan. 2023. “Dylan Mulvaney Celebrates 365 Days of Girlhood with Show in New York.” Www.advocate.com. March 15, 
2023. https://www.advocate.com/arts-entertainment/dylan-mulvaney-celebrates-year-girlhood. 

Robledo, Anthony. 2023. “Bud Light Partnered with a Trans Influencer and Defended Its Efforts to ‘Authentically Connect’ with 
Diverse Groups of People after Anti-Trans Backlash.” BuzzFeed News. April 5, 2023. 
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/anthonyrobledo/bud-light-partners-with-dylan-mulvaney. 

Roeloffs, Mary Whitfill. 2023. “Dylan Mulvaney Opens up about Bud Light Controversy: ‘Hiring Trans People Should Not Be 
Political.’” Forbes. October 3, 2023. https://www.forbes.com/sites/maryroeloffs/2023/10/03/dylan-mulvaney-opens-up-
about-bud-light-controversy-hiring-trans-people-should-not-be-political/.  

Rogan, Joe. 2024. “Kid Rock Reflects on Viral Bud Light Video.” YouTube. February 22, 2024. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wMVNyF-0mxI&t=33s. 

Ronson, Jon. 2015. So You’ve Been Publicly Shamed. Penguin. 
Sabes, Adam. 2023. “Bud Light Parent Company’s Stock Downgraded by HSBC amid Branding ‘Crisis,’ Huge Sales Drop.” 

FOXBusiness. May 10, 2023. https://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/bud-light-parent-company-stock-downgraded-hsbc-
branding-crisis-sales-drop. 

Saldaña, Johnny. 2021. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. 4th ed. Los Angeles: Sage. 
Sample, Brooke. 2023. “Bud Light Takes the Cowardly Way Out.” Bloomberg.com, April 22, 2023. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2023-04-22/bud-light-takes-the-cowardly-way-out-of-collaboration-
crisis?embedded-checkout=true. 

Saravanakumar, M. , and T. SuganthaLakshmi. 2012. “Social Media Marketing.” Life Science Journal 9: 4444–51. 

Scott, Μ. Η., & Lyman, S. Μ. 1968. “Accounts”. American Sociological Review, 33, 46-62. 

Snider, Mike. 2023. “Bud Light Marketing Leadership ‘Adjustments’ Made after Conservative Boycott Threats.” USA TODAY. 
2023. https://eu.usatoday.com/story/money/2023/04/22/bud-light-marketing-shake-up-following-dylan-mulvaney-
controversy/11719274002/. 

Stewart, Emily. 2023. “The Bud Light Boycott, Explained as Much as Is Possible.” Vox. June 30, 2023. 
https://www.vox.com/money/2023/4/12/23680135/bud-light-boycott-dylan-mulvaney-travis-tritt-trans. 

Sun, Huatong. 2020. Global Social Media Design. Oxford University Press. 
Tamanini, Matt. 2023. “Netflix Claims It Errantly Posted Password Sharing Rules That Would Block Devices outside of 

Subscribers’ Homes in U.S.” The Streamable. February 1, 2023. https://thestreamable.com/news/netflix-claims-it-errantly-
posted-password-sharing-rules-that-would-block-devices-outside-of-subscribers-homes. 

Toh, Michelle. 2023. “Bud Light Controversy Cost Parent Company about $395 Million in Lost US Sales | CNN Business.” CNN. 
August 3, 2023. https://edition.cnn.com/2023/08/03/business/anheuser-busch-revenue-bud-light-intl-hnk/index.html. 

Torrenzano, Richard. 2023. “Brands That Get Caught up in the Culture Wars Don’t Know Themselves–or Their Customers.” 
Fortune. June 7, 2023. https://fortune.com/2023/06/07/brands-caught-up-iculture-wars-retail-customers-internet-richard-
torrenzano/. 

Toth, E. 2010. “Reflections on the field. In R. L. Heath”, The SAGE Handbook of Public Relations (pp. 711-722). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage. 

Valle, Jay. 2023. “Bud Light Partnership with Trans Influencer Prompts Rightwing Backlash.” NBC News. April 5, 2023. 
https://www.nbcnews.com/nbc-out/out-pop-culture/bud-light-partnership-trans-influencer-dylan-mulvaney-prompts-
rightwin-rcna78295. 

Victor, Daniel. 2017. “Pepsi Pulls Ad Accused of Trivializing Black Lives Matter.” The New York Times, April 5, 2017. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/05/business/kendall-jenner-pepsi-ad.html. 

https://fortune.com/europe/2023/12/29/beer-brands-abinbev-heineken-carlsberg-2023-woes/
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/anthonyrobledo/bud-light-partners-with-dylan-mulvaney
https://www.forbes.com/sites/maryroeloffs/2023/10/03/dylan-mulvaney-opens-up-about-bud-light-controversy-hiring-trans-people-should-not-be-political/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/maryroeloffs/2023/10/03/dylan-mulvaney-opens-up-about-bud-light-controversy-hiring-trans-people-should-not-be-political/
https://edition.cnn.com/2023/08/03/business/anheuser-busch-revenue-bud-light-intl-hnk/index.html
https://fortune.com/2023/06/07/brands-caught-up-iculture-wars-retail-customers-internet-richard-torrenzano/
https://fortune.com/2023/06/07/brands-caught-up-iculture-wars-retail-customers-internet-richard-torrenzano/


Anna-Katrine M. Klok 
Communication & Language at Work (2024) Vol. 10(2), 84-105 

 

105 

 

Vogels, Emily, Monica Anderson, Margaret Porteus, Chris Baronavski, Sara Atske, Colleen Mcclain, Brooke Auxier, Andrew 
Perrin, and Meera Ramshankar. 2021. “Americans and ‘Cancel Culture’: Where Some See Calls for Accountability, Others 
See Censorship, Punishment.” Pew Research Center. May 19, 2021. 
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/05/19/americans-and-cancel-culture-where-some-see-calls-for-
accountability-others-see-censorship-punishment/. 

Wallace, J. D., Ferguson, D. P., & Chandler, R. C. 2008. “A transformative typology of pragmatic and ethical responses to common 
corporate crises: interaction of rhetorical strategies, situational contingencies, and influential stakeholders.” Refereed 
proceedings of the Association of Business Communication 72nd Annual International Convention, Washington, DC, 
October 10–12, 2007. 

Wamsley, Laurel. 2023. “In a New Video, Dylan Mulvaney Says Bud Light Never Reached out to Her amid Backlash.” NPR. June 
30, 2023. https://www.npr.org/2023/06/30/1185356673/trans-influencer-dylan-mulvaney-bud-light-backlash. 

Ware, B. L., and Wil A. Linkugel. 1973. “They Spoke in Defense of Themselves: On the Generic Criticism of Apologia.” Quarterly 
Journal of Speech 59 (3): 273–83. 

West, Richard, and Lynn H Turner. 2021. Introducing Communication Theory: Analysis and Application. New York, Ny: Mcgraw-
Hill Education. 

Wiener-Bronner, Danielle. 2023. “Anheuser-Busch Facilities Face Threats after Bud Light Backlash | CNN Business.” CNN. April 
20, 2023. https://edition.cnn.com/2023/04/20/business/bud-light-threats/index.html. 

Yurder, Y., and B. Abdol. n.d. “Social Media as a Communication Channel.” In Business Management and Communication 
Perspectives in Industry 4.0, 46–62. IGI Global. 

Ziady, Hanna. 2024. “Bud Light Boycott Likely Cost Anheuser-Busch InBev over $1 Billion in Lost Sales | CNN Business.” CNN. 
February 29, 2024. https://edition.cnn.com/2024/02/29/business/bud-light-boycott-ab-inbev-sales/index.html. 

https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/05/19/americans-and-cancel-culture-where-some-see-calls-for-accountability-others-see-censorship-punishment/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2021/05/19/americans-and-cancel-culture-where-some-see-calls-for-accountability-others-see-censorship-punishment/

	Abstract
	2. The tendencies of social media
	2.1 Cancel culture

	3. Crisis communication
	4. Image repair theory
	5. Method
	6. The Model of Image Repair Selection
	7. Conclusion
	Bibliography

