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Relational conflict acr oss networksin the advertising industry

Abstract

The aim of this paper is to explore the tensiors lzasis for conflict which reside in relationshgrabedded
in, and connecting advertising and other agencieslved in the process of advertising planninglisitig a
social network perspective, the paper draws froentw two depth interviews to account for the emecge
and consequences of conflict found in such relatigps. Four key themes are identified coveringdssof
involvement intensity, role ambiguity, cultural getyping and finally conflicts of interest. The pea
provides a valuable contrast to dyadic client —-nageperspectives recognising the importance of ipialt
simultaneous relationships. The findings consider implications of tension and conflict in advertis
relationships, highlighting how overt and coverti@ts influence perceptions of network trust. Outes
range from collaborative tension through to intrgamisational conflict.

Key words: Networks, negative relationships, power, adviengis
Introduction and Review of Literature

Modern advertising agencies work within complexwak environments involving internal relationships
between agency staff and external relationshipk witariety of agency partners including mediagaesh

and other marketing agencies. It is unsurprisirggetfore that collaboration through complex netwooks
social relationships has emerged as an importamrdic of advertising client-agency relationshipsa(dfyt

et al 2003). Despite this, extant research has condedtman dyadic client-agency relationships (c.f.tatell
1986; West and Paliwoda 1996). While recent studag started to conceptualise the complex netwairks
collaborating and competitive relationships inhéngithin contemporary advertising and creative istdes
(Grant and McLeod 2007), empirical studies of thecpsses, interactions, impact, management and
negotiation of such networks have received litgsiarch attention.

This paper considers the emergence and impactrdfiatovithin such networks. Social scientists hdwag
recognised the existence of political tensions, grostruggles and negotiated relationships redolgthtin
traditional advertising agencies (Moeran 1996, Kermp001, Malefytet al. 2003, Miller 2003). Similarly,
Malefyt (2003: 139) suggests that “the world of smmption in which agencies operate is never nedtitais
about power and position”. While such historicat@mts provide valuable insights into the dynanuts
internal, often dyadic sets of relationships, theyeal little of interactions amongst multiple astavorking
across organisational boundaries. Furthermorenexesearch has concentrated on the positive implact
cross-boundary relationships within the advertisimdustry. Thus, a more critical considerationtad tmpact
of overlapping relational networks is warrantedpggart for this is offered by researchers includiradpianca
and Brass (2006) and Taylor (1991) whose work sstggéhat in certain organisational circumstances,
negative relationships may provide insights inte ttynamics and structural realities of many contaamy
industries. IMP researchers have in the past fatoseconflict when cooperating (Laine 2002, Tidstrénd
Hagberg-Andersson 2008), conflict in industriatisgs (Vaaland 2001), conflict and exit strategiéeeman
2001), conflict and complexity (Hakansson and Vadl2000) and finally conflict and ambiguity (Geetsb
and Ritter 2006).

Specifically, this paper seeks to explore the phemmn of negative relationships and underlying locinh
networked relationships (connecting advertising atlder agencies involved when planning advertising
campaigns), its main characteristics and possilieomes.

Social networks and negative relationships

Research interest in relationships, partnershipgnees, joint ventures, networks and various ®rof
collaborative arrangements has grown at a fast @t®aradarajan and Cunningham, 19B&kansson and
Ford, 2000;Ford et al., 2003; Low and Johnston, 2008). As the managemEmsuch arrangements and
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relationships has become a contemporary organisdtimperative, business and management researchers
have borrowed from network theory and its relatedcepts (Granovetter, 1973;) to explore and unaledst
the relational context and its impact on contempgooaganisational management and performance é-ber
1994; Fordet al., 2003). This suggests that such interactions haséiy® and negative consequences. While
this is long recognised by network researcherst stoslies have concentrated on positive impactsidirg
improved organisational performance, knowledge sfiem (Granovetter 1973), personal contact referrals
(Shaw, 2006) and collective trust (Burt 1997). Lesssideration has been afforded to their negatnact
(White 1961; Labiancaet al. 1998). As Podolny and Page (1998: 73) advocatsearehers must
“counterbalance the focus on prevalence and fumality (of networks) with an equally strong focus o
(their) constraint and dysfunctionality” which mighclude both intra-organisational and inter-orgational
restrictions on organisational performance.

Labiancaet al. (1998) define negative relationships as an “emdyriecurring set of negative judgements,
feelings, and behavioural intentions” with the msp of disrupting another’'s outcomes. An important
distinction needs to be made between negative dgssor encounters (Kelley and Thibaut 1978) anddon
term relationships.

Theorists have debated the extent to which negathagionships, and their possible consequencekidimg
conflict, can result in positive or negative orgational outcomes (cf. Tjosvold 1991). Jehn (199k)gests
that under certain circumstances, conflict withearhs can improve the quality of decisions, strategi
planning, financial performance and organisatiogdwth. Morgan and Hunt (1994) describe amicable
conflict resolution as ‘functional conflict’. In dain situations for example, moderate levels aiflict can
stimulate discussion and the formation of ideakis Pperspective builds on Simmel's (1903) suggestitat
conflict is an essential socialised encounter, pcoty both positive and negative consequences.iffadly,
research has identified the positive consequendeselationship-building and collaboration across
organisations and/or between creative individualscliff et al. 2007, Perry-Smith 2006). Less attention has
been afforded to negative consequences or relase@ds including the impact of power and conflicthimi
creative industry relationships and networks. Wgtion this, Thomas and Kilmann (1978) suggest that
conflicting episodes can be managed in one of fiveys which include collaboration, competition,
compromise, avoidance and accommodation of anatperspectives or wishes.

Power and conflict in networked relationships

Research within the field of industrial marketirgstbeen instrumental in advancing knowledge reggritie
existence, impact and consequences of power anfitictamithin business relationships (Hunt and Nevin
1974; Wilkinson 2001; Ford and Redwood, 2005; Hiygl2005; Massey and Dawes, 2007). Such research
has, for example, explored power within buyer-sigoplelationships and connected this with the ‘ging’

and ‘non-grudging’ yielding of control between pest (Hunt and Nevin 1974) and has established a
connection between the use of coercive power andlict within such relationships (Frasier al. 1989).
However, as Welch and Wilkinson (2002: 206) empmesithe focus of this theoretical and empirical
research is almost entirely dyadic” focusing oragieements and issues of interference in the atéaihof
goals between two firms.

Particular to creative industries such as advedjsrelationships are more complex, spanning maltip
partners. Research has described such industriee\edoping a network structure in which the vasiou
agencies involved (advertising, media, market megaare connected by webs of overlapping orgaioisal
and personal relationships (Malefgt al. 2003, Shaw 2006). Within this industry contextalsees of
individual sets of dyadic relationships are unkkéb provide a clear understanding of the influemte
network relationships on organisational performaand client satisfaction. Some parallels with indak
marketing research can be identified. For exantgéaljikhani and Hakansson (1996) argued that sowtes
conflict may be more complex than those highlightgdearly dyadic studies. Similarly, Mattsson (1PB&s
argued that an actor’s network position is deteeaiby its relations with other actors in the netwover
whom it has some power. The actor’s position in tlework is therefore a source of power (ThorEN90).

Negative relationships and conflict within the Advertising industry

The findings presented in this paper embrace fepamate organisational roles, which, collectivétym a
network of organisations involved in the procesglahning advertising campaigns (Figure 1 BelowjeJe
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roles (or what others refer to as job titles/dibogs) include: internal (to advertising agen@gcount
managers (predominantly account directors) aadency creatives (art directors and copywriters), external
researchers and finallymedia planners (independent of the advertising agency). Thefed#int manifestos are
laid out in detail by Grant and McLeod (2007). Tteg defined not only in terms of their role in theerall
process, but also in terms of personality steraxstygnd as players occupying a role in a statusiroigy
(Duckworth, 2005). Different opinions on the cregatoutput can emerge from these stereotypes anitipra
basis for conflict. This conflict can be exploreg tbacing the emergence, role and use of reseaitttinw
advertising agencies.

Insert Figure 1

In summary, this study will explore those tensiand basis for conflict within relationships whiamleed and
connect advertising and other agencies involveth@a process of advertising planning, and consitler t
consequences of networking for advertising planning

M ethodology

Approach

Given the paucity of research concerning netwoldtignships in the field of advertising managemeve,
argue that a qualitative, grounded theory apprd&ilaser and Strauss 1967) was appropriate. Grounded
theory remains an underused methodological apprimantarketing (Gummesson 2003) and has rarely been
applied in the field of advertising management aesde Thus within this study, grounded theory pded the
building blocks for theory development (Dubin 19B&8cause it is particularly suitable in areas wiesisting
work is limited. As is the nature of grounded thedhe critical relational dimensions emerge frdra tata,

and are not imposed by previous published liteeatuviore specifically, grounded theory is a metiadtbre
close inspection of the data allows the developroétiteory until a point of theoretical saturatiminreached

and further sampling is no longer required.

Sampling

Scotland was chosen as the focal nation for sag@m “it is a self-contained advertising economd an
community ...which provides a useful counterbalanoethte conventional focus on the world’s largest
economies” (Crosieet al 2003). In common with smaller nations such as Mealand (Eagle and Kitchen
1999), it provides an almost complete microcosrthefnetworks that exist in larger advertising megkén
the first instance, the sample selection was guibedhe selection of practitioners identified ashei
‘elite/expert’ respondents (Dexter 1970) becaush@f knowledge of contemporary advertising plagrand
covered each of the four main types of ‘expertsailied earlier in the paper, their interconnecidtionships
illustrated in Figure 1. The fieldwork took plabetween Autumn 2005 and Spring 2006, which allowed
analytical process to inform and guide the research

Analysis

The nature of grounded theory meant that codingestaas soon as there was data to work with and the
emerging analysis of data guided the researchrinstef theory and sampling. The researchers dicitales
from raw data through constant comparative analysithe data was generated. The researchers jtigged
criterion of theoretical sufficiency (Strauss andri@n, 1990) to be met after 22 semi-structuredgtide
interviews across Edinburgh and Glasgow had beempleted. Specifically, six advertising creatives, s
advertising account directors, four independent immgulanners and six independent researchers were
interviewed. Grounded theory allowed the reseascteexplore the social process, social structacesacial
interactions (Annells 1997) within and between theert practitioner participants, exploring vaoas
between possible concepts before densifying intiegoaies in terms of properties and dimensions.

All interviews were based around a topic guide aligyed by the collective research team and infledriooth
by past research studies, practitioner experiendeeaisting literature. Research themes were probét
each interview tailored to the individual practitey. Thus the researchers’ priority was to keepnterview
as close to a natural conversation as possible.usheof the researcher as an ‘instrument’ in tHiedmn
(and analysis) of data was facilitated by theistfinand knowledge of the advertising and marketanes,
culture and discourse (McCracken, 1988). All intexys were digitally recorded and before being tcabsd
verbatim. In keeping with the principles of grouddbeory researchers followed a process of opdovied
by selective coding (See Glaser 1992). The reseescgoal was the generation of theory around esaf
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core generated categories. The findings to emeaye this process are summarised in Figure 2 araisied
below.

In presenting findings, to maintain anonymity, cedee used to identify individual participants. S&eodes,
together with the agencies they represented, dadatkin Table 1 below.

Insert Table 1
Resear ch Findings

As illustrated in Figure 2 below, four key themaseeged from the process of analysis described. Earhe
together with their respective dimensions are dised below.

Insert Figure 2
Planning Involvement: competing skill sets and motivations

Grantet al. (2003) found that the degree of agency involvenemaidvertising planning was linked to several
interlinked factors including agency clients’ propity to plan advertising, a direct consequencehefr
perceived importance of advertising with the cliemarketing planning. Within this study, many of the
researcher and media participants had little dimegjular contact with advertising agency plannélss led

to degrees of ambiguity as to how advertising plagpiwas defined and the role each agency collaborat
played in cross-agency planning. Frequency of autén and closeness of relationship (with theired
clients) were therefore important considerations.

Research and media participants felt that advegtigilanners were “wheeled out for the annual siyate
meetings...” (Media Planner, GE) or “only involvedtiie client is a big spender” (Media Planner, RB)adl
too senior in Scotland...the reason why there islittle planning involvement” (Media Planner, AN |
contrast, media planners and researchers belibatdvithin the advertising agency structure, seatount
management successfully fulfilled this planningdvand were more appropriate for this role (thamipdas)
given their familiarity and knowledge of the accbas GT explains:

GT: If you show a complete understanding of why s@uoing what you’re doing, then the creative
debate is kind of academic. You have more crethbill remember | used to say to people, the more
you understand your client’s business, the morg biedieve you understand advertising ... If you know
their business inside out, their brand and theirsamer, they will trust you on recommendations for
their advertising.
(Account Director, Creative Agency)
Indeed account managers saw planning as the “drlpgapect of the job” with their involvement cangient
on an improved sense of job satisfaction and pefguontivation:

MH: Planning allows you to think and | think a lmftaccount directors who are clever people...without
the opportunity to think, we'd just be servicingthink that's...less exciting, maybe a bit frustratifor
someone that's got a few brain cells to rub togethe

(Creative Director, Creative Agency)

Creatives in this research such as ‘SM’ considéhed the best planners to be “...more creative timan t
creative...it's (the creative process) gotta stadmfrplanning”. Like good creatives, skilled advents
planners were considered to be intuitive rathen g@entific: they possessed a creative mindsathérearly
stages of the creative process the planner’s imtuiesearch and insights were considered impoktacause
they contributed to the creative process. This is in contrast ® fibrmulaic and overly objective insights
which AJ argues a typical media planner offers:

AJ: ...l was recently in a meeting with a massivgbget media person. He presented a profile of the
potential type of audience for these products amehs nonsensical. Basically their defense wais tha
they'd fed in the information about the person #mgl machine had spat out what they read, what
television they watched, what they liked to do,dgaea, but it was hugely formulaic and there were
no insights at all but they were presenting ...My msy@bout these is that it's not analytical...there’s
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no insight ... (Creative Director, Creative Agency)

These findings suggest that the discipline and tdskdvertising planning, traditionally associateith the

specialist advertising planner, provides fertilewgrd for power struggles amongst competing integesips,

both within and beyond advertising agency boundar&e desired level of involvement was found tabe
important construct, contingent on several factoctuding frequency of interaction and closenesslignts,

job satisfaction and motivation towards planningakscipline as well as perceived skill sets resli

Role Ambiguity: the blurring of roles and the struggle for agestatus

The second theme to emerge was particularly retitdetthe media planners. According to those intmed,

the roles of account planning and media planningeHsecome increasingly blurred. Media planners eatgu
that the creative agencies (particularly their aotadirectors who are often seen as strategistel the
specialist media knowledge, insight and researghired to gain insights into consumer media halpits. a
number of years, media agencies have been investitigeir research expertise, particularly in termhghe
development of ‘consumer insight’ databases aneareh tools. Media planners in particular saw an
opportunity to emerge as the lead agency by fulfjlla regular ‘hands-on’ planning role, somethihgttis
often missing on advertising accounts in Scotldat. example, one medium-sized media agency wasifoun
to have recruited a consumer insight specialistveasl now offering an in-house qualitative resedaciiity.
Media planners believed that increasing their sgiatinvolvement and research input afforded arodppity

to become the client’s lead agency:

AN: A lot of my time is spent doing consumer ingighso it's working out how people live their
lives...where media fits into their lives but alsoest the brand that people are looking to advefitise
into peoples’ lives and kind of looking at the coomitations strategy between the consumer and the
brand ...so we like to come up with a strategy ...anddor the campaign as it were...I| mean you
might stand on some peoples’ toes ...| don’t seelymearmuch account planning input as you might
suspect on some things...especially in Scotland soméhe clients are not as big and not as
sophisticated necessarily ...and it also kind of ddpeon who is the lead agency as well ...because
quite often we’ll be the lead agency.

(Media Planner, Independent Media Agency)

The issue of lead agency was particularly pertirteninedia planners. Whilst all practitioners statidlt
collaborative working was their preferred methodoadducing insightful and integrated strategic 8ohs,
the degree to which the different agencies embracdidboration varied according to their share loé t
client’s budget and their long-term goals,

RU: There’s definitely a little kind of rub therenen... you have agencies working for a client — tRe P
company, the DM company, the research company laewy dll, maybe can have a slightly different
take on things. | think that can be a great thinile. client benefits from having five different pbas
view on life...Different experiences with differenients that they can bounce around the table. So |
think in general it's a good thing but...coming baokmaybe money | don’'t know. There's always a
little rub as in who...particularly between theatiee agency and the media independent ... maybe it's
in my head that you know ...everyone wants to bedtup

(Media Planner, Independent Medig#cy)

Hackley refers to this ‘rub’ explaining that “adtising is that ‘lovely area where art and businegs up
against each other’ (Hackley, 2000). Going furthdgckley and Kover (2007: 67) explain that suelbhing
up’ generates friction when conflicting values &reught into juxtaposition. A lack of clarity regiéng
communications among the different parties andigagss as to their respective roles further cargbto
this rub and our findings suggest that confusioarabiguity emerged when clients did not clearlycatate
which agency was to lead on issues such as adugrsisategy,

GC: Sometimes everyone is too polite ...but somentdiare very good and will say ... “these guys do
the strategy and you guys do the media” and “youamanment on it if you like” ...but mostly it’s not
like that ...mostly it's a greyer area than that... (Media Planner, Independent Media Agency)
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Clients’ need for collaborative work practices weheven by the number of specialist communication
agencies and the desire for integrated ideas. Mediaw seen as an integral part of the creatighallenge:
“you can't separate the two” (Media Planner, GB)r hedia planners to liaise with a creative disectl
however, “would be a step too far”, or as ‘GE’ stht“it wouldn’'t be appropriate for me to contaeermn
direct.” This was perceived to be beyond both the role batiesl but perhaps more importantly beyond what
was deemed politically acceptable. Certain medsamtrs and researchers sensed that in some agties
creatives were “protectedly the planners and account management, so that ¢beld be no direct contact
or interaction in meetings. In this sense, planrerd account managers acted as gatekeepers, gfterin
degree of covert control over relationships with tineative hub. Account directors therefore opdrateboth
the direct and the indirect centre of relationalvpo with the network, a position at times contesbyd
external partners.

The relational power base of the media plannerseasetimes undermined by having advertising agerases
their direct client. In certain cases, it was nateat they “have to be very careful” in terms oéithcontact
because the creative agencies may be their client,

GE: If we don't give (advertising agency) a goodvese. The next time they get a brief in, they
might decide to use a different creative partner.itS very important we build up good creative
relationships — keep tight with them. Be on boaitthwhem. Don't conflict with them. (Media
Planner, Independent Media Agency)

Indeed, according to the account directors intevgi there was a need for media planners to trapefuly
along what was evidently a very fine line, betwepimion influenced by deep-rooted industry sterpetyand
the necessity of collaboration.

GM: | think media companies are inherently lazy atiink that there’s very little planning that goen
in these companies. They create divisions thalsapposed to be about intelligence and research and
they come up with gimmicks to try and make mediaeanore interesting, | think. The vast majorify o
media planners out there, you give them a brieftaegl'll come up and go, here’s a plan and it'sngoi
to achieve X percent cover ...and it's going to ¢b& and isn’t that great .... there are a lotenather
agencies involved in marketing now than there virerthe old days. You've got sales promotion, field
marketing, you've got the guys doing PR and alt gtaff. They still look to us as the main ageacy
we deal with the accounts that we welcome. Sonie@u to co-ordinate it and clients, for some oegs
don’t want to. They either haven't got the timelogy haven't got the inclination...

(Group Account Director, Creative Agency)

These findings suggest that in networked agen@tiogiships, the struggle for lead agency statuairesra
fluid but political ambition in which agency rolesmain ill-defined and ambiguous. Contributing toggathis
perceived ambiguity are the expertise of those liradh the products and resources at their dispaisalr
attitudes towards collaboration, in some situatidthe role of gatekeepers and finally the degree of
clarity/confusion with shared clients.

Cultural stereotyping: Breaking boundaries or age-old resistance?

A third research theme characterising relationsbgtsveen networked actors builds on Duckworth’908)0
discussion of cultural stereotyping within the atigéng industry. This was particularly evident avh

discussing the role of the researcher, a contentElament of advertising planning. In contrast he t
traditional role stereotypes highlighted earlibere was some evidence that creatively-led ‘hotshgencies

were creating new forms of relationships, movinggadrom old ways of thinking. GH explains,

GH: Intuitive media planning, | really love, youdw, moving out of the box. A lot of people see a

schedule or create a schedule going, “oh, | carfaet48 sheets there, two weeks of 6 sheets there

and...”. A computer system can do that... We'reerperts in media and we don’t want to be. We'll

actually go find the best people and bring thera the team, slot them all in and then move aloAs.

soon as that project is finished or that accounves with, they move up and do their own thing.
(Creative Director, Creative Agency)
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Here the emphasis was on the quality of the cofltb@ thinking; brand ideas that could be apphedoss
several different media and rise above confineslefbound stereotypes. The definition of the gikoe of
what constitutes creativity within advertising, leeen broadening for some time, and with it creatnays of
working with partners. Earls (2002) argues for teem ‘media neutrality’: opportunities provided by
technology for clients looking to reach audiena®tigh communication ideas applied across many fafns
different media. The participants in this reseatithnot always subscribe to this role-neutral weanhdl whilst
creatives sought to use media creatively (includiagitionally below-the-line mediums), old stengmés still
remained, especially when it came to research-dragvertising evaluation,

GH: It depends what sort of research you're doiRgr me, researching work or concepts is just gevas
of time...Research as in concepts, “here’s this Téafdand a bunch of guys or people go, “I can't see
that, that must be rubbish”. Ideas die. Pre-mebes much better. Strategic research is muchhmuc
better. It's like, get your strategies into thagéaand then ask people what they think. If yaokth
you're confident in that area, then get on with tneative because that's what its going to doss, i
highlight that strategy, and complement it. CrexDirector, Creative Agency)

Several creatives believed that creative developmesearch destroyed good ideas for the sakedakitity the
clients’ boxes”. They welcomed what Hackley (20@@pcribes as intuitive research, which informedr the
thinking as opposed to controlling, quantifying apadst-rationalising their art. They considered tta
outcome of the research could be influenced by nfamiliar variables; the skills of the researchite
artificial group environment, the group dynamiceTdreatives resented their work being “put outfeésearch
because they felt that ‘the public’ were not ededdb make valued judgements about their creatiwmé.wn
this sense, independent researchers remain verly ouisiders, with loyalties to their client but thaurce of
much tension and even conflict amongst other agpadyers.

The inherent tensions and stereotypes betweenisiolthes described above re well documented & th
literature (c.f.: Hirschman, 1989; Duckworth, 20@&ver and Goldberg, 1995; Hackley, 2003). Thislgtu
found these stereotypes were learned early oreinc¢hreers, as part of the advertising culture,

RB: | don't expect creative to liaise with reseanshcos they don't speak the same language.
That'’s the role of the planner.
(Independent Researcher, Research Agency)

Underpinning these attitudes were the creativesieyahip of their work and the removal of that ovehgy
by people they believed did not understand theitiméuprocess of creation and creativity. Converséle
stereotypical image of the ‘precious creative’, olutouch with reality remained according to RB,

RB: | appreciate that many creatives don’t valuesconer research insights that highly. | think sahe
them just go along just to hear what they're sayihg language. | think it's really useful. Inki of puts
some flavour to it suddenly. Just to kind of redhjourself that these are the people you're talking.
this is the audience... | think that humanises tenmatives) and remind themselves who they'reriglk
away from their fluffy, table footy world. (Indepdent Researcher, Research Agency)

While the research agencies were commissioned \mriging agencies, they rarely regarded themiastst
rather the opposite was true, seeing them as gadlitiompetition rather than the ideal of a busingssner
held by early market research agencies who remadhage to their advertising agencies (Fox 1984).
Independent researchers were found to be keen tetragegically involved in their clients’ accounts,
identifying this as a way of developing long-terafationships and retaining direct clients. With éxeeption
of the public sector, which was obligated to tendeearch contracts, very few research consultsiice
direct relationships with clients for communicatiork. Rather, communication work mainly came tlgtou
advertising agencies with clients who needed inddget research. In general, this is not an idéadson for
the researchers seeking to develop client reldtipesnot least because planners often soughtdermine
independent researchers, using a variety of siemeparticularly if the findings of their researalere not
favourable. One such example of such ostracisihgweur was known as “loaded meetings”,

DE: Well loaded meetings ...l always know if I'm ggiinto a meeting that there’s going to be troulyle b
how many agency personnel are therso. if there’s five or six people from the agencgréh..| mean
agencies do not normally put five or six peopl®iatmeeting because it costs a lot of money ...they
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want to pack the room - you know there is goinpea battle taking place ...I mean that’'s not typioal
that can happen ...you know there’'s an agenda ...wherdifficult decision going to be made today and
I’'m going to find myself in the middle. (Indepemrtt Researcher, Research Agency)

Schwartzman (1996: 42) reminds us that such meetijige the appearance that they are guided bytipehc
aims and reason when they really facilitate refetiop negotiation and struggles for power”. Some
researchers sought to try to circumvent this sinaby briefing or “arming”, as one researcher puthe
client prior to the meeting with the creative agetw allow them to consider the research findingd their
response to the agency. This is in keeping withtv@aifman (1959: 1) calls an attempt to create sitjpm of
“advantageous power”. Researchers challenged tleeofoplanners as ‘semi-independent observer’. They
believed that the planner could use the researel'iagade”,

MC: That's what makes me uncomfortable about it believe research is used more of a selling
tool...l hear planners in meetings...justifying the @att management line by using planning as a
facade if you like ...it's a tool that stops cliersking questions ...they’ll say “don’t you worry
we’ve spoken to the consumers”...and “it's actudtlg tonsumers view that's matters - that's why
you've got to believe us” and of course it's nat ttase.

(Independent Researcher, Research Agency)

Although there were cases of harmonious relatigsshthese findings reveal that the traditional rolehe
researcher with independent status, loosely coadeutithin the advertising planning network, remains
contentious.

Many factors including continued blurring of didaye boundaries, disputed ownership of work, histir
stereotypes, competition for recognition and fipallanipulative practices all contributed towardstéamces of
negative relationships across collaborating netaork

Conflicts of interest: the struggle for planning power

The concluding theme concerned conflicts of intsreghich emerged between those involved in advegtis
planning. To illustrate this, we turn to discussiambout impartiality and independence when dealiith
research and planning issues. For those indepenideatirchers interviewed, in-house advertising agen
research represented an important income streamhvisiwhy so many agencies were keen to set updbra
consultancies offering clients ‘quasi-independeesearch. Just as the status of the planner asdapendent
observer was questioned within the network, sowas the perceived independence of an agency’s brand
subsidiary fulfilling this planning/research role.

JL: Planners want to keep it in-house. It's alyegbod income stream which agencies are all
fighting for out there. So they're all going “hdliere’s money to be made here”... and to even have a
separate brand...but she (the advertising planném)dffect a planner for them but they wrap it up a

a separate brand to give the impression of indeggesebut that’s absolute nonsense she’s based at
their office ...she works in their account teamsdéipendent Researcher, Research Agency)

Independent researchers identified this as forngingasis for antagonistic relationships with adsgery
planners.. In the tussle for control over the redealement of the planning process, planners wereeived
to need to retain control, as much as for their pwafitical reputation with the agency hierarchyrahels can
be drawn with creatives’ need for ownership androbof their own work,

RB: My experience of working with planners... | thiifkthe planners are involved they tend to take
ownership of it ... in these public sector kind objects, they sometimes don’t see the charts and hav
the debrief blind, we have to give them the “damitrry about it...or whatever” ... it's always a litthat
uneasy. But when it's private sector...the agencies abviously wanting to be involved, wanting
feedback...wanting top lines of top lines and wantingow, and there’s always this kind of agency
deadline which is like “we’ve got to have this bhienever” which | always know is bullshit.

(Independent Researcher, Research Agency)

The media planners also questioned the extent tchvetvertising planners could be truly independgven
their perceived loyalties to agency priorities aniimately agency reputation. They felt that thevas
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inevitably some kind of collusion in selling thesative product despite the fact that the advedigilanner
was meant to remain impartial, and officially regdito be wearing ‘different hats’,

RU: Not all our clients evaluate their campaignfouanately. Those that do probably about haltheim

have a direct relationship with a research comghat/ they control and the other half does it thioag

creative agency. The creative agency said youldrenaluate this we’ll appoint a research agenty.

don’t think it works particularly well because I'seen the results and then I've seen what'’s preddat

the client and like there’s fudging here. Sowfds a client I'd definitely be having a direct tedaship.
(Media Planner, Independent Media Agency)

In the struggle to gain power over the planningcpss, different actors can therefore be seen have
contradictory roles, with overt and covert politiegendas. Such scenarios undoubtedly sewed ths fare
tension and ultimately future conflict and the mbite breakdown in agency relationships.

Discussion and conclusions

Our findings provide a healthy antidote to the piemt but dated study of advertising industry retathips
using dyadic client-agency perspectives. As creativdustries such as advertising become ever more
fragmented, so the importance of harnessing a mktperspective becomes paramount. Our findingizatd
social network perspective to ensure that multipEcurrent relationships are recognized and utmizds
Specifically, the research moves beyond the preterdéor studying ‘positive relationships’ to progithsight

into the undertheorised area of conflicting relasioips between, and within agencies. The choséah dife
study is advertising planning, a discipline centmthe production of advertising, hence at they\yarb of
inter and intra-agency collaboration.

The findings suggest that the emergence and ongoiistence of conflictual relationships are inflaed by
four key interrelated themes; the degree of plapmolvement, the existence and manipulation diucal
stereotypes; the ambiguity across roles when phgnadvertising and finally, conflicts of interest the
struggle for relational power. Each of these themay be viewed as antecedents contributing towidnds
main conceptual domains, namely control, trust@mader/status relationships. It is anticipated {p&nning)
involvement may be the dominant motivation but theee other themes shape and heavily influence
subsequent issues of trust, control and powersstéitahould be noted that the study did focuséuauily on
relational elements and hence did not investigdtergossible more individually orientated antecgslsuch

as personal goals, values and attitudes which leyend the remit of this study.

After a process of selective coding and furthetraloon, three main conceptual domains emergediwaie
discussed below.

Insert Figure 3

Firstly, embedded in many of the discussions wasrgoing struggle to maintacontrol over the process of
advertising planning. This ultimately guides theative output in an industry where there is coptest
negotiation over precise roles, a blurring of resoilities, differing client loyalties and compegi
individuals struggling to initiate and maintain ¢an.

Secondly, the findings have implications for thetéring and possible break-down of muttraist. The
findings provide many examples of both overt andecbattempts to manipulate the planning process;hw
undoubtedly undermine a collective sense of netwaukt. This has parallels with Hakansson's (1982)
concept of relational atmosphere in which feelimsmutual understanding and common action may be
undermined by a lack of trust and commitment ambpgsties. This is further supported by the conadpt
relational ‘direction’ which Mitchell (1969) conaaid of to explore the direction from which a redaship is
orientated. Mitchell suggested that direction pdesgi an indication of the power dynamic within rielaships
and explained that it was influenced by the costefta relationship. For example, where a relatignss
comprised of a variety of contents (cf: economichenge, information exchange, friendship exchaage)
can be described as a ‘strong’ relationship, th@goawvithin such relationships is more likely to égually
balanced, encouraging mutuality, reciprocity, trastl a desire to maintain the relationship becadfises
multiplex nature. In contrast, where a relatiopstan be described as ‘weak’ containing only awenfof
exchange, typically an economic exchange, the palyeamic inherent to such relationships is likilybe
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driven by the client paying for services. Whereaalvertising agency has a weak, transactional oelstip
with an external partner, it is likely that theadition of power will emanate from the agency arad this may
act as a source of potential conflict in negotiadicelating to control of the creative process aurgput.

Thirdly, those responsible for different roles e tplanning of advertising struggled to achieveositiwn of
power and status within the network as a result of agency ambitjame$ational chemistry with their shared
client and perceptual abilities to ‘own’ their ctiga product. The resultant power highlighted irs tfesearch
has less to do with what Hunt and Nevin (1974)rrefeas coercion and more to do with ‘positionalvpg in
which actors can influence others through sharduegaand expectations (French and Raven 1959udh s
circumstances, attention should be paid to thert@red well as the overt, the indirect as well las direct
bases of power. This seems particularly apt indbsely held networks to be found in creative indas such
as advertising.

Our findings suggest that there may be a rangegétive outcomes, more complex than previous relsees
have established. Under certain circumstancestimegalational outcomes manifest themselves orodest
level, at what can be referred to edlaborative tension. Agency planning meetings, with a range of
competing agencies voicing their ideas, was oné& sxample (similar to the findings of Malefyt 2003)
debates contributing towards the generation ofsdesdoubtedly served the client’s interests inimgishe
collective output (cf. Jehn 1995) but contributddtimes towards reduced agency status in the d¢iéec
hierarchy. There were also examples of Sumne@d)Lantagonistic co-operation with mutual distrust
across collaborators but brought together to coaipeout of a sense of necessity; independent neresa
required to work with agency planners when desigrand conducting advertising research was a case in
point.

Definitions of conflict suggest either a state pen, often prolonged fighting, a state of disharynbetween
incompatible persons, ideas or interests, or firndlé psychic struggle often at an unconsciousl legveen
competing parties. Beyond tension, there were mests of what might be describedcasert conflict between
network actors. The perception amongst certaindaddent researchers that agency meetings, cliemao
and shared presentations were all manipulatedh®yr aictors illustrates an on-going, subtle relai@onflict.

In such circumstances, it was evident that a comphix of cultural stereotyping, role ambiguity and
conflicting priorities were all contributory. Fingl this research did not cover issues of cliemialkidown but
the existence of what is described herewast conflict often resulting in relational breakdown can benfibin
the client-agency literature (Doystal. 1980, Eagle and Kitchen 1999).

Our findings recommend that clients responsible fieanaging creative industries would be wise to
proactively utilize their agency networks in theolutedge that their inherent structures and in-built
relationships will naturally foster tension and ttieh By encouraging a sense of ‘healthy competitiwith
transparency of agenda and improved network comeatian, it is hoped that creativity will flourislorf the
benefit of all. It should be recognized that thésgarch was focused on a single, Euro-centric asivney
market in which smaller agencies operate. We woetdmmend therefore that further research invdstga
the emergence and characterization of advertisgtg/arks across different cultural backgrounds alsd a
from a multinational, advertising perspective. Rarmore, we would suggest that more work could deed
to assess individual attitudes, values and behahilatiensions which might require a quantitativenfework.
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Figure1: Agency actors: Networ ked relationships
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Figure 2: Emergent themes from coding
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Figure 3: Conceptualising negative relationships with networked creative agencies
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Table 1: Research Respondent Details

AGENCY AGENCY | LOCATION POSITION (RESPONDENT CODE)
TYPES CODE
Creative Ccl1 Edinburgh | Group Account Director (GM); Deputy Creative
Advertising c2 Glasgow Director (MH)
Agencies C3 Edinburgh | Account Director (MB); Creative Creative (FS)
C4 Glasgow Group Account Director (GW); Creative Director (AJ)
C5 Edinburgh | Account Manager (KE); Creative Director (AW)
C6 Edinburgh | Account Director (GT)
c7 Edinburgh | Head of Account Management (JS); Creative Partner
C8 Edinburgh | (GH)
Creative Director (SM)
I ndependent M1 Edinburgh | Associate Director (GE)
Planning M2 Edinburgh | Director of Consumer Insight (AN)
Agencies M3 Glasgow Media Director (RU)
M4 Edinburgh | Client Services Director (GC)
I ndependent R1 Edinburgh | Research Director (RB)
Resear ch R2 Stirling Resear ch Director (DE)
Agencies R3 Edinburgh | Managing Partner (MC)
R4 Glasgow Managing Director (JL)
R5 Edinburgh | Managing Partner (CE)
R6 Fife Resear ch Consultant (CW)
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