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Abstract 

Dialogical communication is considered to be the most ethical way of practicing public 

relations. Especially social medias’ potential for engaging in dialogue is mostly not exploited to its 

full potential. This study aims to shed light on new technology-based firms’ use of dialogical 

communication on Twitter. The focus hereby is on the formal side of dialogue and not on its 

content. Moreover possible explanations for the presence or absence of dialogue are taken into 

consideration. To be able to classify the results they are discussed in the context of the Fortune 

500 companies’ use of Twitter. In order to do so a content analysis of both the Twitter profiles 

and tweets of 89 new technology-based firms was undertaken. The results showed that the 

Fortune 500 companies were communicating more dialogically than the new technology-based 

firms did. Bigger companies engaged in dialogue more often. The performance was furthermore 

improved by listening rather than posting. An implication is that a profound knowledge of 

communication is necessary in order to use the social medium successfully. A pure knowledge of 

technology was not found to be beneficial for this public relations practice. 

 

 

Keywords: dialogue; public relations; PR; dialogic communication; new technology-based 
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1 Introduction 

New technologies have changed the way public relations have to be practiced. It seems self-

evident that social media and other online tools require a different handling than the work with 

traditional media outlets does. In order to be successful in PR it is necessary to adopt to the 

changes the new media entails (Scott 2009, Macnamara 2010). A survey among PR professionals 

in Kazakhstan found that they consider the skills of competence in new information 

technologies, relationship building, self-control and the ability to initiate dialogue as most 

important for young talents (Breakenridge 2012, p. 2). The practices introduced in the book are 

“the result of what happens when social media meets PR and communications unites with 

technology” (Breakenridge 2012, p. 2). This stresses the relatedness between public relations and 

technology: In order to be successful with public relations it is important to know how to handle 

the technology of its tools. 

One type of company that has its core business in technology and is relatively newly founded 

is the so called new technology-based firm (NTBF). These are closely tied to the growth of a 

nation, especially in the US (Acs 1999, p. 247). They play a crucial role in the fields of innovation, 

new employment creation, export sales growth and regional development (Knockaert et al. 2012, 

p. 1). Companies that engage in software or IT services nowadays are often active in the 

developing of mobile applications. Called “tech start-ups” in common use this industry is an 

important factor for the whole economy in countries like the United States, Germany or Sweden. 

NTBFs engage in the creation, refinition and diffusion of new technologies and therefore have 

an extensive knowledge in the field (Autio 1995). There are several definitions of NTBFs and a 

clear distinction is not easy to make. However, the focus on technology is the part where all of 

the definitions overlap. The core of their business is based in the technology field which requires 

a dense knowledge of it. In terms of their management style NTBFs are shaped by a dynamic 

system that makes it highly flexible to change. Financial, technological and marketing risk is more 

often accepted than in large corporations. One advantage that could be established for Belgian 

NTBFs is amongst others that their hierarchies are less steep than those of larger firms (Segers 

1993, p. 274). 

Another aspect that was alluded to by Breakenridge (2012) as a crucial skill was the initiation 

of dialogue. Trying to implement the concept of “dialogue” in public relations activities has been 

considered to be the most ethical and “better” way of practicing PR. One core characteristic of 

dialogue is that it is based on mutual understanding and does not favor the own agenda over the 

others. Both participants should be considered as equal (Kent and Taylor 2002). 
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The aim of this study can be derived from these three components. Its main aim is to 

investigate the formal occurrence of dialogue on a new media platform. Twitter was chosen as 

the channel of distribution being an example for one of the most popular social media sites 

which can be utilized for public relations. The matter of interest is how dialogic features are 

implemented in the Twitter profiles and tweets. It will be given insight into which formal criteria 

have to be fulfilled in order engage important stakeholders in dialogue. However the actual 

content of the tweets is not in the focus of the investigation. The kind of company of interest is 

the American new technology-based firm. These companies have their core business in dealing 

with technology in some way on the one hand whereas on the other hand knowledge in 

technology is needed for being successful in public relations on social media platforms. Against 

this background it seems to be likely that NTBFs’ technological knowledge redounds to their 

advantage in the field of public relations. According to Autio the business idea of a new 

technology-based firm “is essentially based on exploiting advanced technological knowledge 

developed or acquired in a source of technology” (Autio 1995, p. 235). The aspect of exploitation 

underpins this assumption and gets even more important as new firms have a limited budget: 

they mostly cannot effort to hire PR or communication staff and therefore need to exploit all 

available resources to their highest intent. Additionally the flexibility of their structure, which is 

characterized by low hierarchies, underpins this idea (Segers 1993, p. 274). Thus the aim of this 

study is to analyze how NTBFs implement dialogue on Twitter. 

In order to be able to make sense of the results in a larger context they will be discussed in 

comprehension with those of the article “Dialogic communication in 140 characters or less: How 

Fortune 500 companies engage stakeholders using Twitter” by Rybalko and Seltzer (2010) who 

performed a content analysis of Twitter accounts of the Fortune 500 companies. Being among 

the Fortune 500 companies entails for most cases that the organizations are bigger, older and 

thus often more traditional in their management than NTBFs are. By only analyzing the Twitter 

accounts and tweets of NTBFs it would not be possible to evaluate if they have an advantage; 

only the degree of the dialogic components could be determined. Therefore this classifying in 

accordance with another type of company is important. This study is aiming at answering the 

following research questions: 

RQ1: How dialogical are new technology-based firms in their communication on Twitter? 

RQ1.1: Which dialogic features are present in the NTBFs’ Twitter profiles and tweets? 

RQ1.2: Which dialogic features of the tweeting activity can be explanatory for their 

dialogic quality? 
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RQ1.3: Which characteristics of the companies can serve as explanation for the dialogic 

quality? 

RQ2: How dialogical is the communication of NTBFs on Twitter compared to the one of 

Fortune 500 companies? 

An expected answer to RQ2 is that the tweets of the NTBFs are more dialogical than the 

ones of the Fortune 500 companies. If this is proven to be right the social implication follows 

that consumers have a stronger relationship with NTBFs than they have with traditional 

corporations. Engaging in dialogic communications is often used by PR professionals in order to 

build a relationship to the customer and to engage with important stakeholders. As conversations 

about companies take place anyway, more and more online, companies wish to participate in 

them. The goal is, if it is aimed for a dialogue in its best sense, to communicate the own 

standpoint but to be aware of the customer’s one as well (Breakenridge 2012). The concept of 

dialogue has also been criticized though. Theunissen and Wan Noordin (2012) think that real 

dialogue can never be achieved between organization and publics and that it should not be aimed 

for under certain circumstances. Whereas a lot of scholars see dialogue as the ideal way of 

communication they advance the view that dialogue and the perfect harmony that comes along 

with it just opens up the public for manipulation. By creating this environment of trust the 

consumer might be more receptive to adopt values and opinions of the other without realizing it. 

Awareness of this kind of unethical manipulation that could follow could help to prevent it. If 

NTBFs communicate more dialogically publics might have another, probably closer relationship 

to NTBFs than they have to traditional corporations. This might lead to a stronger predisposition 

for manipulation. As this study will show whether or not this is the case customers have the 

chance to get conscious of this instance. 

In the chapter “theoretical framework” this thesis will explain the theoretical foundation that 

was used in order to conduct the study. Its first part will deal with the concept of dialogue in 

general, its special occurrence in public relations and the operationalization for websites. 

Critiques of dialogue will be discussed as well as the standpoint of the author towards it. A 

background about the medium Twitter and the application of dialogue on it will follow. The 

second part will have the demarcation of NTBFs as a topic followed by a short description of 

what the Fortune 500 companies are. In the methodology chapter the used method, quantitative 

content analysis, will be described. It will be explained how the tweets and Twitter profiles were 

chosen and how the data was collected. Also the conduction of the codebook and the 

operationalization of the concept dialogue will be part of this chapter as well as the 

measurements of reliability and validity. After this the chapter the presentation and analysis of the 
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results will follow. It will be described what was found by coding the tweets and profiles. 

Following the structure of the codebook firstly the dialogic features in profiles and in the tweets 

will be discussed in a univariate way. For exploring possible explanations for the companies’ 

online behavior a multivariate analysis will be used. In addition the results will be classified into 

the context on the NTBFs. In the final discussion and conclusion chapter the relationship that 

could be found between variables will be discussed further. Lastly limitations of the study, 

theoretical and practical implications of the results and propositions for further research will be 

set out. 

2 Theoretical framework 

2.1 Dialogue 

The basic concept that this study is based on is “dialogue”. With their attempt to demarcate 

the communication science, García Jiménez and Martínes Guillem (2009) establish 

communication both as ontology and epistemology. Communication is the object of study; it 

delivers the data that will be analyzed. But communication is also the point of view from which 

this analysis will take place as “the world does not exist until it is communicated” (García Jiménez 

and Martínez Guillem 2009, p. 20). They see communication as the defining feature of the 

human being with the theory of dialogue being the ontological base of communication science. 

This line of argument makes dialogue a central concept for the whole field of communication 

studies. 

Prior to delving into the concept dialogue its ontological base has to be examined. Both 

Martin Buber’s (1922) work “I and thou” and Jürgen Habermas’ “theory of communicative 

action” (1984) treat the human relationships between subject and object. According to Buber 

there are two relationships that exist, namely “I – thou” and “I – it”. Habermas calls this the 

subject – object and the subject – subject relationships. Buber claims the “I – thou” relationship 

to be the real, the superior relationship in which the I does not exist without the thou. Buber 

understands the individual without the other as near to objectification and dehumanization. In 

order to form this relationship some kind of communication is necessary. Thus the essence of the 

human being is dialogical as it only exists through communication (Buber 1922). Habermas’ 

thought picks up a similar line of argument. In opposition to critical theory he claims the 

relationship between a subject and a subject to be the more important one (Brand 1990, p. 7ff). 

Habermas argued that this relationship has to be established in order for humankind to be able to 

reproduce itself (Habermas 1984, p. 397). The theory of communicative action was developed 

from a social science perspective. Habermas used it to explain rationality and the development of 
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society. The importance of the subject – subject relationship is motivated by him with the 

appearance of reason in a historical perspective. For Habermas rationality means “how speaking 

and acting subjects acquire and use knowledge” (Habermas 1984, p. 11). 

Approaching the concept dialogue from a linguistic point of view, the word originates from 

the Greek terms dia and logos. Dia can be translated with between or across; logos is the origin for 

the English word logic and can in this context be translated with “the meaning” or “what is 

talked about”. Based on these two terms, the notion dialogue can be identified as speech between 

two people. In order for a conversation being described as dialogue the communicative situation 

has to be shaped in a certain way. However there are no certain rules that always can be applied 

in order to demarcate dialogue (Smith 2001). 

A dialogic situation is characterized by the fact that all participants have equal access to take 

part in it. Habermas calls this the “ideal speech situation”. Apart from being equally accessible to 

everybody the dialogue is unconstrained and not distorted (Smith 2001). Furthermore, a 

communicative symmetry and a compulsion-free consensus are distinctive (Brand 1990, p. 11f.). 

The latter already picks up what is a central criterion for Habermas: the intersubjectivity of 

shared understanding. “The human use of language implies a common endeavor to achieve 

consensus in a situation in which all participants are free to have their say and have equal chances 

to express their views” (Brand 1990, p. 11). Habermas calls the action that is aimed at shared 

understanding “communicative action”; actions that are oriented towards any kind of success are 

“strategic actions”. Communicative actions are based on reason whereas strategic actions aim at 

fulfilling individual goals. Because of the agreement between the participants that the outcome is 

reasonable communicative acts take place (Bohman and Rehg 2011). For Gadamer understanding 

is probably even more crucial as he sees “dialogue as a way of understanding” (Smith 2001). His 

notion for the own thoughts and prejudgments is “horizon”. In dialogue the “horizon” of others 

should be understood and merge into a new one. The outcome thereby is not “to win the 

argument” but to understand the other and to advance well-being. This view is also shared by 

Bohm who argues that people in an ordinary conversation hold on to the own views. No creative 

outcome is possible but only agreement or compromise. In a dialogue however, people need to 

try truly to understand the other participants (Smith 2001). 

Understanding can be achieved by the means of opening up the self. It does not necessarily 

mean agreement as Gadamer points to, but one must be open for it. Bohm describes dialogue as 

a free flow of meaning among participants. In this process participants are not opposed, not 
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interacting but rather participating in a pool of common meaning (Smith 2001). Being able to 

participate in a common meaning requires opening up for this kind of situation. 

Dialogue builds a relationship between the participants. Also Habermas sees a legitimate 

personal relation as outcome of successful shared understanding. By doing so, knowledge about 

the objective world has been shared and trust towards the speaker has been generated. “Thus, in 

communicative action, speech acts serve to renew and repair interpersonal relations, the 

representation of situations and events and the representation of the self” (Brand 1990, p. 29). 

According to Burbules (1993) there are also emotions involved in a successful dialogic 

relation which characterize it: 

- concern: As dialogue requires the attempt of understanding the other also a certain 

commitment has to be present. Committing fully to the participants takes interest and 

concern. 

- trust: Trust is based on the belief that the participants of a dialogue can depend on 

each other. The risk that opening up the self entails makes this feeling crucial for a 

successful dialogue.  

- respect: Respect adjusts the lack of equality or sameness that often appears in dialogic 

situations. Having respect for each other is based on the belief that all partners have 

something to offer and to gain. Exploitation and distortion are excluded if the 

dialogue is formed by respect. 

- appreciation: The feeling of appreciation is close to the one of respect. Additionally it 

adds “valuing the unique qualities that others bring to a dialogical encounter and 

feeling an esteem for them” (Burbules 1993, p. 39) to the communicative situation. 

- affection: Dialogue requires a feeling with and for our partners. Mutuality of these 

positive emotions towards each other makes the relation more enduring. 

- hope: Even though it is not exclusively emotional, hopefulness means seeing the 

possibility of gaining new insights and understanding through the dialogue (Burbules 

1993, p. 36ff.). 

2.2 Dialogic features in public relations 

Built upon this philosophical framework Kent and Taylor (2002) developed the dialogical 

theory of public relations. They state that dialogue is a product of communication rather than a 

process. Whereas it was stated that the concept of dialogue shifted from two-way symmetrical 

communications (the ideal model of the four models of public relations (Grunig and Hunt 1984, 

Grunig 2001)) Theunissen & Noordin (2012) claim that both models come from a different line 
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of thinking. The symmetrical model was developed from the systems theory. Therefore the core 

of it is “control” and “self-regulation”. Dialogue is in contrast characterized through the letting 

go of control; its most important principle is mutual understanding. Communication according to 

the two-way symmetrical model equals a step-to-step process where the organization shall adopt 

to the environment. According to Theunissen and Noordin dialogue is a process rather than an 

outcome (Theunissen and Wan Noordin 2012, p. 6). Kent and Taylor (2002) on the other hand 

stress that dialogue results from communication and therefore can be seen as an outcome. 

However, they determine dialogue to be characterized by the principles mutuality, propinquity, 

empathy, risk and commitment. 

2.2.1 Mutuality 

With mutuality Kent and Taylor (2002, p. 25f.) mean that organizations and publics are tied 

together. One component of mutuality is collaboration. As both partners are considered to be 

equal in a dialogue, it is not about winning or losing. Rather the goal is to understand the 

attitudes and values of the other and to understand how these were reached. A second 

component is the spirit of mutual equality. The relationship has to maintain equality. In 

accordance with Buber (1922) the other should not be seen as an object but as a human being 

and should be treated as such. The authors also refer to Kant’s categorical imperative at this 

point. 

2.2.2 Propinquity 

The second principle Kent and Taylor (2002, p. 26f.) develop is propinquity. It means that 

the communicational act aims for a relationship that includes a rhetorical exchange. In this 

exchange, firstly the immediacy of presence is of importance. The communication has to take 

place firstly not after decisions have been made but in presence and secondly in a shared place or 

space. In order to be a dialogue the communication has to have what the authors call temporal 

flow. This means that dialogical communication is relational which implies that both partners are 

interested in a continued and shared future. Lastly, participants have to be engaged in the 

conversation. On the one hand the public has to be willing to open up their whole selves in the 

dialogue. On the other hand organizations have to consider the need of publics in order to be 

successful. 

2.2.3 Empathy 

Moreover, dialogue is shaped by empathy. Empathy in general indicates that the 

communication takes place in an atmosphere of support and trust. One strategy of how to reach 

this is supportiveness. It includes facilitating the participation for everybody by for example 

providing information in an easy way. Individuals and publics should be treated as “colleagues”; 
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they should not feel as outsiders. Dialogue differentiates itself from a debate. Even though 

everybody has their own viewpoints, the others’ best should be desired. Using PR in a dialogic 

way also has a communal orientation. That means that it can create, rebuild and change global 

and local communities not at least due to globalization. Supportiveness can also be achieved 

through confirmation. Acknowledging the voice of the others builds up a relationship of trust. It 

is known that ignoring customers makes them to negate to participate in dialogue any longer 

(Kent and Taylor 2002, p. 27f.). 

2.2.4 Risk 

Besides dialogue is constituted by risk which means that it entails unpredictable and 

potentially dangerous outcomes. One feature of it is vulnerability. In critical theory information is 

seen as power. Dialogue means to share information and thus power. Theunissen and Noordin 

(2012) state that dialogue makes its participants vulnerable for manipulation and ridicule but also 

entails the possibility of growth. As dialogue is spontaneous the consequences are unanticipated. 

Lastly, dialogue requires recognizing the “strange otherness” which points at the fact that every 

individual is unique and most likely different than the self. It should be accepted not despite but 

because of the differences this brings to any dialogical encounter (Kent and Taylor 2002, p. 28f.) 

2.2.5 Commitment 

The last principle of dialogue in PR is commitment. Participants have to be genuine and 

place the good of the relationship over the own profit. Additionally commitment to the 

conversation is necessary because of the purpose of mutual benefit. Only if both sides are 

committed the dialogue will have an added value for both of them. Ultimately, the right 

interpretation and understanding should be sought by all participants. It is important to note that 

dialogue does not equal agreement but understanding and acceptance of the other’s position 

(Kent and Taylor 2002, p. 29f.). 

2.2.6 Dialogue in the WWW 

Kent and Taylor (1998) also came up with criteria webpages have to fulfill in order to be 

regarded as dialogic. The five principles are: the dialogic loop, the usefulness of information, the 

generation of return visits, the intuitiveness/ease of the interface, and the rule of conservation of 

visitors. The principle of the dialogic loop means that a website has to have the possibility to give 

any kind of reaction to the presented information. The staff has to be trained in order to be able 

to answer to the reaction in order for the loop to being complete. Principle two dictates that the 

information has to be useful, meaning having a general value to all publics. This information 

should be organized on the homepage in a way that it is easy to find. However, added value is the 

main criteria to be fulfilled. Also the third principle, the generation of return visits, deals with the 
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kind of information published on the website. It should motivate the user to come back to the 

webpage at a later point. The intuitiveness/ease of the interface includes that navigation on the 

side should be easy. An example could be the existence of tables of content. They make it easier 

for the user to find the needed information and to find the way through the page. The last 

principle is the rule of conservation of visitors. If the goal is dialogue and not entertainment of 

the visitor, web designers should draw attention to not leading the user to another page through 

links. Links that lead to other online presences of the company are preferred to company external 

pages (Kent and Taylor 1998, p. 326ff.). 

Taylor et al. (2001) classified these principles into two clusters: the technical and design 

cluster and the dialogic cluster. The first one contains the ease of use of the interface, the 

usefulness of the information and the conservation of return visits. The principles of the dialogic 

loop and the generation of return visits were subordinated to the dialogic cluster. Whereas 

“technical and design proficiencies provide the necessary foundation for dialogic communication 

[… they] are merely the first step of dialogic sites and alone cannot foster true dialogue between 

organizations and their publics” (Taylor et al. 2001, p. 278). The generation of return visits and 

the dialogic are loop are thus considered to be the more important features and are seen as 

condition for genuine dialogic communication. They are equated with personal relationship 

maintenance between the organization and the stakeholder. It is in this cluster where the reasons 

for staying in dialogue are present; the technical and design cluster delivers more or the less the 

conditions for the dialogical cluster to function (Taylor et al. 2001, p. 277f). 

These principles have been used to analyze webpages (Taylor et al. 2001, Gordon and 

Berhow 2009, Capriotti and Pardo Kuklinski 2012), weblogs (Seltzer and Mitrook 2007) and 

social networking site such as Twitter and Facebook (Sevick Bortree and Seltzer 2009, Rybalko 

and Seltzer 2010). Most of the studies found that especially social media are not used to their full 

capacity regarding dialogic communication. 

2.3 Problematization of the concept dialogue 

Even though dialogue is often described as the most ethical and “best” way to practice 

public relations, there are also critics of the concept. Stoker and Tusinski (2006) claim that the 

idea of mutual understanding that dialogue is aimed at is not always the best way of performing 

PR. The value of nonreciprocal forms of communication should not be underestimated. The 

authors base their work on the critique of dialogue by Peters (2000) whose viewpoint is grounded 

in Socrates as ambassador for dialogue and Jesus as ambassador for dissemination. According to 

his line of argument “dialogue can be tyrannical and dissemination can be just” (Peters 2000, p. 

34). In accordance with other public relation scholars dialogue is seen as an unattainable 
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normative theory for PR. One reason for criticizing dialogue is that “[i]nstead of promoting the 

open communication valued by public relations, dialogue emphasizes limited participation in the 

process and heightened control over the interchange” (Stoker and Tusinski 2006, p. 161). Peters 

(2000) refers to Socrates according to whom a dialogue is a closed community between the 

listener and the speaker. As promoted by Stoker and Tusinski (2006) dialogue emphasizes 

selectivity of the participants due to the fact that dialogue aims at mutual understanding. In their 

argumentation an organization would therefore only engage with those stakeholders that a 

positive relationship and agreement is possible with. Dialogue would lead to an artificial 

agreement that excludes long-term understanding. They instead endorse cherishing participants’ 

differences and agreeing on more general values. Finding truth is the organizations’ purpose as 

opposed to artificial agreement which they see as the outcome of dialogue. These general findings 

are what is understood as dissemination. However, a clear suggestion how to apply dissemination 

is not given. 

As outlined above open access to the dialogic situation is one of the core characteristics to 

the concept of dialogue as for example in the “ideal speech situation” according to Habermas. 

Also the characteristics of respect and empathy imply that the dialogic conversation is not a 

closed one. Respect adheres that there exists the belief in an added value for all participants. In 

public relations this respect should be shown not only to members already engaging in a dialogue 

but also to those willing to participate in the future. The component of empathy to not treat 

publics as outsiders would also oppose the idea of a closed communicative situation. The concept 

of dialogue is indeed very ideological. The idea that dialogue would automatically lead to selecting 

partner beforehand that agreement is possible with contradicts itself. On a theoretical level for 

example the openness would not allow to do so; thus this kind of communication could not be 

defined as dialogue anymore but as another kind of conversation. Accordingly it is not a valid 

criticism of the concept of dialogue but criticizes public relations practices. Another point that is 

argued against is the one of dialogue leading only to artificial agreement. In my opinion it is 

crucial here to distinguish between understanding and agreement. In the traditional way of 

defining dialogue shared understanding or the merger of two horizons is the desired outcome. I 

think it is important to emphasize the understanding rather than the agreement. If agreement is 

the only variable that is important the scenario described by Stoker and Tusinski is a very likely 

result. But if the main concern is to understand the partner the negative result of forced 

agreement would not be apparent anymore. The conditions of empathy, respect, risk and other 

dialogical characteristics can all be fulfilled by trying to truly understand the other. Even if the 

same opinion is not dealt in the end both sides will gain from knowing the ideas and attitudes of 

the other. Furthermore true understanding must be based on truth as otherwise no understanding 
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could be possible. In an interaction it is only possible to truly understand the other; 

“understanding” or “believing” a lie precludes what is the core of understanding. Therefore 

dialogue has to result in truth when it is aimed at understanding. Thus the position that only 

dissemination is aimed at truth is not agreed with; both concepts can reveal truth. 

Theunissen and Wan Noordin (2012) as well hold the view that mutual understanding 

should be the focused outcome of dialogue as opposed to agreement. Besides that, they advance 

the view that organizations are unlikely to engage in dialogue. The distinction between symmetry 

and dialogue they put forward has the origin in the philosophical base of both concepts. 

Symmetry arises from systems theory in which control and self-regulation are core values. 

Dialogue is opposed to this idea per definitionem as it is about letting go of control. This aspect 

is also incorporated in the often used synonym for public relations, communications 

management. Management aims for a predicted outcome which again contradicts the idea of 

dialogue (Theunissen and Wan Noordin 2012, p. 7f.). Also Habermas considers communication 

in a market situation to be what he calls “strategic action” as it is aimed at fulfilling the own 

agenda (Brand 1990, p. 15). On the other hand agreement is not always a sign that dialogue really 

took place, it could as well be achieved through persuasion. In practice, the relationship build 

through PR varies from publicity, persuasion and dialogue in practice (Theunissen and Wan 

Noordin 2012, p. 7). 

Even if not explicitly stated all the critique builds in the end upon the fact that companies 

have an agenda and goals they want to achieve which makes dialogue impossible. The existence 

of this contradiction can probably not be denied. However every human being has personal goals 

as well which would make dialogue between persons impossible as well. As every corporation is 

made out of people, dialogue between an organization and the public turns out to be a dialogue 

between persons. Dialogue moreover entails the belief that the participants can learn from one 

another which can be seen as a probable motivation also for organizations. The modified 

circumstances can certainly not be abstracted away nevertheless it allows for the assumption that 

dialogue is indeed possible in a market situation. The intention of the organization is the crucial 

factor for the success.  

My own position is somewhat divided. The factor that comes into account here is the 

distinction between theory and practice. As has been shown the criticism towards the concept of 

dialogue can be disproved with the argument that this is what dialogue is in theory. In the very 

moment that special conditions change one can say that it is not a dialogue anymore as it is 

opposed in the definition of dialogue. An example would be the claim that dialogue opens up for 

manipulation. This is contradictory as it would not be dialogue anymore because of distortion 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

12 
 

and manipulation being excluded from it. The important question is not whether or not dialogue 

is a good or bad concept but if dialogue ever occurs in any situation – and especially when a 

corporation is involved. Answering this question to its full extent would exceed the frame of this 

work. However, I hold the opinion that also corporations can treat publics with respect and have 

goals that are mutually considered as reasonable from both sides. Even if real dialogue in a 

market situation might be rare I think that it can occur. For the study at hand it was chosen to set 

aside the content of dialogue. As the focus is more on the formal conditions for dialogue the 

concept is absolutely suitable for reaching the research aim. 

2.4 Dialogue on Twitter 

The social medium Twitter is an online service that enables microblogging. The service has 

around 200 million active users worldwide (O’Carroll 2012). It allows the users to post message 

of 140 characters at most. This constraint was chosen due to the fact that it was initially designed 

for posting messages via SMS after the launch in 2006 (boyd et al. 2010, p. 2). Users can follow 

the tweets of users whereby this connection does not require a reciprocity, which means persons 

do not have to accept that I want to follow them, neither do they need to follow me. The lack of 

the need for a dyadic connection is one of the criteria that divide social media from social 

networking sites. As social media one can see the “many relatively inexpensive and widely 

accessible electronic tools that enable anyone to publish and access information, collaborate on a 

common effort, or build relationships” (Jue 2010, p. 4). Social networking sites in contrast are 

characterized through a list of contacts that a connection is shared with as well as a personal 

profile. The main difference is that social media focuses on the aspect of publishing whereas 

social networking sites have the connection to other people as their main core (Murthy 2013, p. 

7f.). The most popular examples are Twitter and Facebook, respectively. A main difference is 

furthermore that the posts on Twitter are accessible for the public whereas content shared on 

Facebook is only visible for those being connected with each other. Due to this publicity Twitter 

and microblogging services per se are more resembling blogs than social networks. Hence the 

term “microblogging” which can be defined as an online service where 

1) users have a public profile where they broadcast short public messages/updates whether they 
are directed to specific users or not; 

2) messages become publicly aggregated together across users; and 
3) users can decide whose messages they wish to receive, but not necessarily who can receive their 

messages; this is in distinction from most social networks where following each other is 
bidirectional (Murthy 2013, p. 10). 

Twitter provides several tools in order to interact with other users. The hashtag (#) 

functions as a tag which typically organizes online context (boyd et al. 2010, p. 2). Entering a 

hashtag (for example “#oscars2013” for this years’ Academy awards) enables users to read what 
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is tweeted about a topic. On the other hand it also allows twitterers to make their messages more 

visible to other people than their followers as they are more likely to be found and therefore to 

be read. 

The social dimension on Twitter is realized through the @ sign. It allows for addressivity 

which is the “quality of turning to someone” (Bakhtin as cited in Gillen and Merchant 2013, p. 

52). It is a “a constitutive feature of the utterance; without it the utterance does not and cannot 

exist” (Bakhtin cited in Gillen and Merchant 2013, p. 52). By using the @ sign and a username, 

e.g. @BarackObama, the addressed person will be notified. However @user can be utilized in 

different ways. Putting the username in front of the actual message means that the message is 

directly meant for the specific user, due to Twitter being an open platform still visible for 

everybody. Embedding @user in the tweet will most likely only refer to another user as for 

example: “I watched @oprah today”. A response is mostly not expected but maybe secretly 

hoped for. Another form of interaction on Twitter is the so called retweet. This can be practiced 

by using the retweet button that Twitter embedded on the page. By clicking it the message will 

appear on one’s profile. The tweet will be marked as retweet and the user picture and name of the 

initial twitterer is kept. Another possibility of retweeting is sending an own tweet and marking it 

with “RT”. boyd et al. (2010) identified retweeting as being part of a larger conversation about a 

topic. Reasons for retweeting are various but mainly retweeting is either used as a selfish act of 

attraction seekers or a productive communication tool. In the latter case, retweeting can be seen 

as part of dialogue, as it for example shows agreement with or expresses their respect to others 

(boyd et al. 2010, p. 6). 

Of course these possibilities allow also companies to engage in conversations. As given by 

the definition, using the @user sign will not automatically lead to dialogue. This is opposed by 

Lovejoy et al. (2012, p. 314) who state that “[s]ending public messages demonstrates 

responsiveness and establishes a dialog between users and the organization.” Studies dealing with 

dialogue on Twitter are rare with the exception of Rybalko and Seltzer (2010) who solely focus 

on Kent and Taylors (1998) dialogic internet principles without analyzing dialogue in a more 

exhaustive way. Honeycutt and Herring (2009) analyzed tweets containing a @ sign. Among the 

findings was that about one third received an answer to their directed tweets. Moreover they 

found the typical conversation to be between 15 and 30 minutes long with typically two 

participants. But also more complex conversations were found in the sample (Honeycutt and 

Herring 2009, p. 7f.). As mentioned most studies show that Twitter is not used exhaustingly 

regarding the dialogical possibilities. 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

14 
 

2.5 New technology-based firms 

The phenomenon that this paper deals with is often called “technology start-ups” in the 

common use in the technology scene. Those companies are not in the start-up phase anymore 

according to the economic literature as most of them already got funding from external investors 

and already have a product to supply. Therefore academia deals with a resembling phenomenon 

under the name new technology-based firm (NTBF). But consistence in terminology is lacking 

even in the academic literature. Rickne and Jacobsson (1999) deal with this conceptual confusion 

by stating that some concepts do not provide any precise definition at all, some concepts are used 

under the same terms whereas only a few concepts refer to a single definition. The notions new 

technology-based firms, technology-based small and medium sized firms, small technology-based 

firms, new high technology firms, new enterprises in high technology, science-based new 

technology firms, attractive small companies and new ventures have been used partly 

interchangeably. Criteria that are included in the definitions are technology-based, young, small 

and independent and entrepreneurial. Being technology-based is the only criteria that all the 

definitions have in common (Rickne and Jacobsson 1999, p. 199f.). Bollinger et al. (1983) state in 

their commonly accepted approach for a definition of NTBFs that “the primary motivation for 

founding such enterprises should be to exploit a technically innovative idea” (Bollinger et al. 1983, 

p. 2). This aspect is also taken up by Autio (1995) who claims that “the business idea is based on 

exploiting advanced technological knowledge developed or acquired in a source of technology” 

(Autio 1995, p. 235). 

Advancing this thought it becomes evident that there is a need to define the components of 

the term new technology-based firm. The word “new” suggests two interpretations: The first one 

is that NTBFs are companies that are based on new technology, as in high-technology. The 

second one is that NTBFs are companies based on technology that are new, whereas new refers 

to the age of the firm. For this study the second interpretation will be used. Often newness is 

equaled with smallness (Rickne and Jacobsson 1999). In some of the concepts, as pointed to 

above, the smallness is part of the concept, as in technology-based small and medium sized firms, 

small technology-based firms or attractive small companies. However, growth can be seen as one 

of the measurements for success. Defining new equally to small seems to eliminate the most 

successful companies from the population from the beginning. In order to avoid this new will be 

treated as young in the analysis at hand. 

The other component needing further explanation is the notion technology-based. A 

suggestion for defining and operationalizing technology is the amount of money that is spent for 

research and development (R&D) in proportion to the sales. Being a high-technology company 
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would require that number to be higher than five percent (Rickne and Jacobsson 1999, Sims and 

O’Regan 2010). Another possibility is to measure innovations and therewith the technology base 

by the number of patents a company holds (Rickne and Jacobsson 1999). A problematization of 

the use of the equivalent term in the common language, tech start-up, points out that it is 

important that technology is really at the core of the business. Technology magazines just as 

technology blogs treat a lot of newly founded companies that use technology in some way as a 

tech start-up. For example, an online warehouse that retails clothes via the internet (like 

Zappos.com) is referred to as a technology start-up even though the turnover is not generated by 

technology but by selling clothes. Instead, the technology only has an important role in the sales 

process but is not what the product is about. Thus it is not a technology company (Payne 2012). 

In the thesis at hand technology is defined to be the core activity. As the initial interest are the so 

called “tech start-ups” in the sense of the common use, only NTBFs engaging in the software 

branch will be considered.  

Another component, which is not comprised in the term itself, is that the company has to be 

independent and/or entrepreneurial. Independence as a criteria was used in several basic 

definitions of NTBFs: Bollinger et al. (1983, p. 2) state that independence means that the firm “is 

not a part or subsidiary of a large firm.” As a measurement for independence the authors refer to 

the method of defining that the founder cannot be a major shareholder or partner at another 

company. They evaluate this to be inappropriate due to the fact that entrepreneurs often start 

companies at a later stage of their career by using capital of previous businesses. A solution to 

this problem, however, is not proposed (Bollinger et al. 1983, p. 2). In comparison Autio (1995) 

devotes two of four defining criteria to this idea, one stating that “the company has been 

independent at least during its early years of existence” (Autio 1995, p. 235). The other one 

demands that “the company is entrepreneurial, that is, it is controlled and managed by a group of 

entrepreneurs or by a group of entrepreneurs” (Autio 1995, p. 235). According to Rickne and 

Jacobsson (1999) independent means that the firm hasn’t been acquired by another one. In 

accordance with Bollinger et al. (1983) the activities of the founders will not be taken into 

consideration, the companies will be treated as entrepreneurial as long as they have not been 

acquired by another organization. What is not mentioned by the authors is that most likely 

economic independence comes along with an intellectual one. This factor might, inter alia, 

explain the driving force behind these firms’ innovational power. 

Autio (1995) developed a taxonomy of new technology-based firms according to their 

potential for innovation. The first one of the groups he divides the companies into is “application 

innovators”. These companies apply an existing technology in an established market. The 
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technology that is used originated not from the own development but was known before. Often 

niche markets are targeted. Market innovators as the second group develop new product 

concepts by combining existing technologies. This can lead to whole new industries. As an 

example Apple is named by building the first personal computer. Technology innovators 

introduce new generic technologies into existing markets and therewith challenge the existing 

status quo of the market. They might push existing players out of the market but could be totally 

rejected by the market as well. Lastly paradigm innovators’ products are based on a completely 

new technology. These are often high risk companies. An example is Mobira Oy who first 

enabled mobile telephony which paved the way for the whole mobile communication business 

(Autio 1995, p. 236f.). The companies this thesis deals with are most likely application innovators 

as mobile applications and other software are developed for an existing marketing with existing 

technologies. 

Firms that are classified as NTBFs according to the definition inhere specific characteristics. 

According to Rothwell (1983, as cited in Segers 1993) small firms are “people embodied” in 

contrast to larger firms which are “resource embodied”. The results are advantages for small 

firms: their structure is more dynamic, flexible and responsive to change. Financial, technical and 

production risks are more likely to be accepted. These factors enable amongst others the high 

innovative potential of these firms. In larger firms bureaucracy, risk aversion and a lack of 

dynamism and flexibility could prevent the implementation of radical innovation. Small new 

technology-based firms in Belgium have been found to have a greater flexibility and less hierarchy 

than larger organizations. Furthermore internal information flows faster as well as the whole 

structure of the firm has the ability to adapt to market needs or new products. They are also been 

said to have a more direct relationship with customers and suppliers. The advantages of 

large/medium NTBFs are basically based on their resources. The budgets for R&D, marketing 

and promotion are larger; departments are the more differentiated and specialized. The 

infrastructure is better as well as the option for product differentiation (Segers 1993, p. 274). 

Furthermore Sims and O’Regan (2010, p. 183) found NTBFs to be more agile than other 

companies. Agility can be defined as  

the successful exploration of competitive bases (speed, flexibility, innovation proactivity, quality and 
profitability) through the integration of reconfigurable resources and best practices in a knowledge-
rich environment to provide customer-driven products and services in a fast changing market 
environment. (Yusuf et al. 1999, p. 37) 

Yet again the flexibility and speed in combination with changing market situation are in the 

focus and proven to give an advantage to NTBFs in comparison to other companies. 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

17 
 

These characteristics serve as the basis to the starting point for this study. A factor that can 

certainly be generalized for the majority of new technology-based firms is their greater degree of 

flexibility as this was mentioned in all the studies presented in the paragraph above. The structure 

of small firms is furthermore more dynamic which makes the firms adapt more quickly to market 

changes and needs. If these characteristics are seen as general traits of the companies they 

certainly would also affect their way of exercising external communications. A way of adapting to 

changes in the market in terms of communication could be seen as the increased use of social 

media as a public relations tool. It was stated that risks are more likely to be taken. As dialogue is 

a spontaneous form of communication its outcome is unpredictable and entails therefore risk for 

all participants. The assumption follows that NTBFs are also more likely to engage in dialogue as 

the risks that comes along with it is seen worth to be taken when considering the possible good 

outcome of dialogue. Additionally they are claimed to have a more direct relationship to 

customers and suppliers. Engaging in dialogue with them could be one way of how this 

relationship could have been achieved. These premises are above all valid for smaller companies. 

As an explicit definition of what is considered to be a small and what is considered to be a 

medium/large new technology-based firm it is difficult to classify the companies that were 

investigated in this study. 

2.6 Fortune 500 companies 

The Fortune 500 is a list published by the magazine “Fortune”. It lists the 500 largest 

privately and publicly held companies in the US by their revenue for the fiscal year (Fortune 

2012a). The comparison of NTBFs’ communication to the one of the Fortune 500 companies 

has been chosen due to several assumptions. In order to be able to generate the highest turnovers 

in the US, certain manpower is necessary. Even though the number of employees are not directly 

stated for every company on the list, there is a list that gives insight into this data: The number of 

employees for the 50 biggest corporations ranges from 2,200,000 (Wal-Mart Stores) to 126,000 

(Comcast) (Fortune 2012b). Even if the number of employees will not be as large throughout the 

whole list of the 500 companies it will still be significantly higher than the ones of the analyzed 

NTBFs (which are likely to be small or middle sized due to their young age). Along with the size 

of the company follows the assumption that there is a higher need for internal organization 

which means that hierarchies are likely to be more developed. Finally it is assumed that these 

companies needed some time in order to getting this large. Therefore they are also older and 

probably more traditional in their management. In general it is assumed that the Fortune 500 

companies represent a traditional large American company that stands in opposition to a NTBF 

which is a small, newly founded and innovative company. 
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3 Methodology 

The paper at hand will use quantitative content analysis in order to examine the 

engagement in dialogue. “Content analysis is a research technique for making replicable and valid 

inferences from texts (or other meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use” (Krippendorff 

2004, p. 18). The studies discussed so far used content analysis and so does Rybalko and Seltzer’s 

(2010) research. Not only due to the desire to compare the results to the one of the Fortune 500 

companies’ practices the method of content analysis was chosen. It also allows examining a large 

amount of data which favors this study.  

The channel Twitter was chosen as it in theory provides the possibility to have a dialogue 

between organizations and publics. In pilot interviews with three technology start-ups all of them 

claimed to use Twitter in order to target important stakeholders. Twitter does not only provide 

access to conversations, at its best, Twitter “connects strangers through ideas” (Ovadia 2009, p. 

205). The connecting idea in this case would be the dialogue about the company. 

3.1 Population and sampling 

The population for the companies that will be examined are fast growing software 

companies in America that were founded in 1990 or later. The companies have been active for 23 

years at the most. Even if this number may strike one as quite big it is still suited: As the 

companies were able to grow very fast they still have to be in a phase of expanding which also 

often can be noticed in an early stage after the founding. Some companies of the sample did for 

example exist for a long time but included the developing of apps later to their services which 

were the reasons for the success. Having the fastest growing companies as the sample implies 

analyzing the most successful ones as growth can be seen as indicator for success. Even though 

there will be companies in the population that do not have their business in app development, 

this appears the best way in establishing a population of the organizations of interest. 

The fastest growing companies are merged on the Inc. 5000 list. This is a list published by 

the magazine Inc. that deals with several aspects of entrepreneurship. The list lists the 5000 

companies with the highest growth rate in the last 3 years. All companies active in the software 

branch that are founded in 1990 or later will be defined as population (n = 293). From this 

population a systematic random sample method was used to draw a sample of 97 companies 

(every third company). Eight of those did not have a Twitter account or a private account and 

were therefore excluded from the sample. The final size of the sample is n = 89. It was aimed for 

analyzing ten tweets per company which were again selected by using the systematic random 

sample method. Spanish tweets were excluded from the sample (n = 2) afterwards. For 
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companies that published less than 20 tweets all of them were analyzed as it was not possible to 

apply the systematic random sampling. In the end the sample contained 893 coded tweets. As 

derives from this sampling method, inferences can be drawn to all of the tweets of a certain 

company and to the firms on the software list founded after 1990. A generalization to the whole 

population of American NTBFs is unfortunately not possible from the data collected in this 

research. 

The data was collected on Thursday, March 21st 2013 and Tuesday, March 26th 2013. On 

both days it was as likely that a recent update was been made as none of the dates were for 

example a Monday on which not having updated the stream for 24 hours would have been more 

likely. The coding took place in weeks 13 and 14 (March 25th until April 3rd). 

3.2 Codebook and operationalization 

The codebook is dealt into three parts. The first part “company” deals with specification 

about the company. The data was be coded according to the information available from the Inc. 

5000 list. The second part “Twitter profile” aims at describing how the company presents itself 

on Twitter. Some of these variables were developed in accordance with Rybalko and Seltzer’s 

(2010) study, as for example whether or not the profile provides the information who exactly 

twitters in behalf of the company. The third part “tweet” is dealt up in several subparts, its unit of 

analysis is the individual tweet. The first subdivision “general appearance” describes the tweets on 

an artificial level. It is for example coded whether or not the tweets are directed to a @user. The 

following part “dialogic character of tweets” was developed following Rybalko and Seltzer (2010). 

The variables 46 until 51 are own additions. The part “content of tweets” deals with the general 

content the tweets have and was developed on the basis of Dann’s (2010) classification of Twitter 

content. Accordingly status updates can be personal, temporal, local, mechanical, physical, work-

related, automated or related to an activity. As these categories were developed based on the 

analysis of Twitter feeds of private persons it is important to keep in mind that the analyzed 

tweets were posted by companies and therefore have to be adapted to this circumstance. A 

physical status update could therefore for example be an update about the company’s finances. 

The analysis is to a great part based on Kent and Taylors’ (1998) principles for dialogic 

online communication. “Ease of the interface” was not included in the operationalization as the 

Twitter interface is the same for all users and companies and can hardly be customized. In 

accordance with Rybalko and Seltzer (2010) the other principles were operationalized in the 

following way: 
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For the usefulness of information the three main target groups media, investors and 

customers were taken into account. Links to industry news or other news items, photo or video 

material, news releases and information from the company website were considered as useful for 

media. Links that were deemed useful to investors were the company’s investor relations page, a 

fiscal report or other information about the economic status of the company. All internal links 

were considered to be of use for customers as well as added content like photo or video material. 

Providing phone numbers or email addresses was also coded in this way. Additionally, if there 

was a description of the company and a link to their website on the Twitter profile, naming the 

persons that are twittering in behalf of the company and whether or not a profile picture was 

provided were included in this category. As there were ten tweets coded for each company a total 

score of 30 could be achieved for the usefulness of the tweets. For creating an index this score 

was recoded in either being useful for any audience or not (and could therefore contribute with 

one point). The values description and whether or not there was a link in the profile contributed 

with one point each. Providing who is tweeting was also treated as a dichotomous variable either 

naming the persons in some way or not. The maximum score for the having a profile picture was 

two, which was coded when the person could be seen in the picture; showing the company’s logo 

was assigned the score one. Thus a maximum score of six could be reached for this index. 

The principle conservation of return visits was operationalized through two variables: on the 

one hand the measuring if the tweet linked to an internal or external link. All sites of the 

homepage or the company blog as well as all social media appearances such as Facebook or 

Pinterest were considered as internal links. Ten is the maximum score each company could get 

for the quality of their links. On the other hand it was coded if the Twitter page was recently 

updated, whereby recently means within the last 24 hours. Both these variables would encourage 

the visitor to stay on the company’s webpage. The values for both variables were added which 

results in a maximum score of eleven for the conservation of return visits. 

The variable generation of return visits, which means that the visitor should be encouraged 

to visits the site again was measured through the following variables: links to a page of the 

company where visitors could request additional information, links to the company website as 

well as news items. As a link could be coded as both referring to the homepage and providing 

additional information on the homepage, each company could get a maximum score of 20. 

Whether or not a dialogic loop was provided was measured by the variables question and 

answers. A company could thus gain a maximum score of 20 if it would both post a question and 

answer to one in all of their tweets (Rybalko and Seltzer 2010, p. 338). 
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Moreover an index was included that should give insight in the overall dialogic character of 

each company’s communication. The variables it is based on were the following variables with 

their maximal scores in parentheses: usertagging (1), addressivity and retweet (1), hashtagging (1), 

useful for media, investors and customers (3), agreement and understanding (2), referring to 

oneself and others (2), posting a question (1), answering to a question (1), motivating an answer 

(1). The sum of 13 could be multiplied for each tweet by ten as ten tweets were coded for each 

company. To this score of 130 the following variables from the coding of the companies were 

added: description (1), link in the description (1), twitterers (1), update (1), photo (2, one 

additional point if the actual person that is tweeting is visible). This adds up to a final maximal 

score of 136. 

For the external analysis continuous variables were transferred into categorical ones. The 

independent variables were split into two categories, high and low. The line between the 

categories was drawn according to the mean. Hence the category “low” would contain the cases 

below average and the category “high” the ones above average. For example the variable 

“revenue” was split according to its mean 24,4 million dollars. The mean itself is included in the 

category below average. In order to be able to compare the different variables in cross tabulations 

the values of the index variables were also fit into categories. It was chosen to use the range of 

the values that actually appeared and to deal them into equal parts. For example the score for the 

dialogic index for every tweet was 13 but only the values one until seven appeared. Thus the 

values 0-3 were categorized as “low dialogic use” and the values 4-7 as “high dialogic use”. The 

tables will consequently give insight into how the values that actually appeared in the sample are 

connected to other variables. Also the variables of the group status updates and phatic 

communication were recoded for this analysis. All the variables for the status updates were 

accumulated and then recoded in the manner that if at least one kind of status update was present 

in the tweet it was coded as 1 for being a status update whereas the ones that did not contain any 

status update was coded as 0. The same method was used for the three variables dealing with 

phatic communication (greetings, fourth wall, broadcast). 

3.3 Pretest 

The codebook was pretested on companies from the population that are not included in the 

sample. 14 companies and their Twitter profiles were coded. During this process the obstacle 

occurred that not all companies of the coding had a Twitter account which lead to the decision to 

not include these companies in the final sample at all. The coding sheet for the tweets was 

pretested with 60 tweets. The following three variables were included after the pretesting: 

referring to the company’s blog, referring to another company’s website and motivating an 
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answer. The first one was included as it appeared to be a common practice to link to the blog. 

Adding this variable made the codebook more differentiated. The same reason applied for the 

variable that was coded when a link referred to another company’s website. Under this variable 

also unidentifiable links were summarized. Finally it appeared that a lot of the questions are more 

of a rhetorical nature. Thus the variable “motivates an answer” was included in order to indicate 

whether or not the tweets motivates the reader directly to interact, for example asks for a retweet 

or for sending tweets with questions. This was considered to be a sign of dialogue even more 

than just asking rhetorical questions. 

3.4 Reliability and validity 

The reliability for the codebook was calculated by using the coefficient Krippendorff’s alpha. 

It was chosen to use intracoder reliability instead of intercoder due to the complexity of the 

codebook and the knowledge that would be needed to use it for reliable coding. The recoding 

was done one week after the actual coding was finished, on March 18th 2013 (week 16). It 

consisted of approximately ten percent of the samples of both companies and tweets. 

Krippendorff’s alpha is applicable to not only nominal but also ordinal and ratio variables. It can 

handle missing values as well as different sample sizes which is the fact in the study at hand 

(Krippendorff 2004, p. 222). Thus it was considered as being suitable for this project. The α-

value for the whole model is 0,90. A full account of the reliability for all the variables can be 

found in appendix 7.2. Neuendorf (2002, p. 143) discusses the lacking agreement on how high 

the coefficient has to be. However she considers values above 0,90 to be acceptable in all 

situations and values above 0,80 acceptable in most situations. Values below that would arouse 

disagreement. Hayes (2005) considers the “magic number” (Hayes 2005, p. 128) to be 0,70, 

everything that is below that value would be highly criticized by the academic community. 

However for intracoder reliability he would see this number at a value of 0,90 or slightly below 

that as only one person is involved. With a value of 0,90 however the codebook of the study at 

hand can be considered as reliable. As is the whole model all single values are at least at an 

acceptable level with three exceptions: Referring to others (α = 0,48), answering a question (α = 

0,49) and targeted audience (α = 0,33). The coding of these variables should be more specified in 

the codebook for further research- 

As the results of this study can be considered to be reliable, its validity has to be looked at a 

little further. It was aimed for operationalizing the dialogic features in the manner of Rybalko and 

Seltzer (2010), also variables as categorized by Dann (2010) were used. Not introducing solely 

own variables was intended to speak for the variables internal validity. In terms of external 

validity one has to acknowledge that the results are generalizable for the software companies on 
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the Inc. 5000 list as a random sample was drawn from it. As this list is standing as an example for 

the fast growing new technology-based firms it might not be self-evident to draw conclusions 

from this sample to all the NTBFs. 

4 Analysis 

The analysis of the results will follow the structure of the codebook. Firstly it will be 

described what kind of company actually was part of this investigation according to the data with 

an inference to the theory of the new technology-based firms. Their appearance and activities on 

Twitter will follow. The major part of the analysis will be the third part that deals with the data 

available from the coded tweets. After the univariate description a multivariate analysis will follow 

whose goal it is to explain the presence of dialogue. This will firstly be done internally, meaning 

trying to find explanations in the tweeting activity itself that will benefit dialogue. Secondly the 

dialogue indices will be regarded in combination to the background variables about the 

companies. Finally these results will be discussed within in the context of the Fortune 500 

companies. 

The multivariate analysis will be implemented through cross tabulations. The independent 

variable was utilized as the reason or explanation. As this method of depiction adheres to a 

direction it can be considered as asymmetrical. In the part of the analysis chapter where the 

dialogic quality and single variables are combined the tables are built in a way that depicts single 

variables as explanation for the dialogic quality. In the last part however this method is turned 

upside down. There it will be not be investigated what explains dialogue but if having an overall 

high dialogic quality could benefit the companies’ engagement in one of the dialogic features 

according to Kent and Taylor (1998).  

4.1 Univariate analysis 

4.1.1 Company 

The defining characteristics of the studied companies were their newness, the base on 

technology and being independent or entrepreneurial. All of them were treated as conditions 

when picking the sample. Whereas the second and the latter are dichotomous conditions (either 

companies are technology based or not and entrepreneurial or not) the criterion of newness 

allows for some range. The companies in the sample were about 11 years old with an average of 

150 employees. In the last three years about 76 employees were added as the companies grew by 

436 percent. Their average revenue in 2011 was 23,35 million dollars (see Table 1and Table 2). 

The columns “under average” and “above average” refer to the dichotomous variables the 
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continuous ones were transformed into for the multivariate analysis. All the variables were split 

according to the mean. This leads to an unequal distribution of the groups (as compared to a split 

according to the median which would have led to two commensurate groups). The data shows 

that a majority is under the average for all of the variables. This distribution points to the fact that 

the values that are above the average have to be a lot higher as they are influencing the mean to 

that degree that it is quite high even if the majority of the cases are lying below it. The cases are 

thus not following the normal curve of distribution. Instead a few numbers of cases have a very 

high value of revenue, employees, and growth rate, respectively. 

Table 1: Characteristics of NTBFs 

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum 
Under 

average 

Above 

average 

Revenue in million dollars 23,25 0,3 479,9 78% 22% 

Number of employees 150 11 2424 76% 24% 

3-year growth rate in 

percent 
436 8 4064 76% 24% 

Age of company in years 11,36 5 23 67% 33% 

n = 89      

 

Table 2: Added employees 

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum 
Under 

average 

Above 

average 

Added employees in the 

last three years 
76 3 754 76% 24% 

n = 86, missing values = 3      

 

The argument that the initial chosen timeframe for the founding of the company reaching 

back until 1990 might strike one as too long is relativized by the average age: with about eleven 

years the company would have been founded in 2002 which can be seen as fairly new. The 

number of employees shows that the study is not dealing with very small companies. This is 

reasonable in so far as the Inc. 5000 list contains the most successful companies. With a very high 

growth rate also the staff becomes bigger. This is shown by the number that about 76 employees 

were added over the last three years. 

4.1.2 Twitter profile 

The companies’ activity on Twitter can be derived from the measurements presented in 

Table 3. NTBFs in average have posted about 1500 tweets, follow 1000 other profiles and have 

2000 followers themselves. On average the companies have had their Twitter account for three 
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and a half years (1271 days). In order to be able to compare how active companies are in posting 

it has been calculated how many tweets they post in regards to how long they have been on 

Twitter. In average companies post about one Tweets per day. The distributions in the 

categorized variables show the same specifics as the characteristics of the NTBFs in the Table 1 

and Table 2. All the variables, except for the time on Twitter, have more cases below the mean, 

which means that even though the high values are not that many in total numbers, they influence 

the mean in a way that it is not dealing the sample into two equal parts. Again the numbers are 

not distributed according to the standard distribution. For the time on Twitter one can see that 

more companies have been on Twitter a long time than ones that just recently joined the 

network. This could be explained with the fact that the NTBFs are active in the software branch. 

As software and technology are their daily business they are open to new technologies and might 

function as so called early adopters. 

Table 3: Activities on Twitter 

Variable 
Mean Minimum Maximum 

Under 

average 

Above 

average 

Number of tweets 1497 3 13120 67% 33% 

Following 1078 0 23664 78% 22% 

Followers 2103 2 27339 81% 19% 

Time on Twitter in days 1271 36 2206 32% 68% 

Tweets per day 1,07 0,01 7,4 67% 33% 

n = 89      

 

How many followers a company has does of course show how big the audience is that the 

tweets will reach. Although not necessary it is a common practice to follow the ones that are 

followers of yours. The quotient “followers per following” shows how many people are following 

you for each one person that you follow yourself. The average value of ten (Table 4) has to be 

interpreted in the way that the companies have ten times more followers then they follow 

themselves. For this measurement the followers per following have been calculated for every 

company from which then the mean has been taken. Thus it can be said that the companies have 

a fairly large follower base. When looking at Table 3 one might stumble over the average 

following and followers there, which would point to a ratio between following and followers of 1 

to 2. The big difference between the two numbers, indicating the same phenomenon, is based on 

the different ways of calculating. For the second number the initial values are the averages. Hence 

it is considered to be more accurate to build this value from precise numbers and not from the 

mean. The value ten times more followers than following is thus the value that is considered to 

be closest to the actual relation. 
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Table 4: Followers per following 

Variable 
Mean Minimum Maximum 

Below 

average 

Above 

average 

Followers per Following 10 0 493 91% 9% 

n = 88, missing values = 1      

 

The appearance of Twitter was also studied according to dialogical features. Almost all of the 

companies provided a description of themselves in the profile as well as a link to their webpage. 

Approximately half of them updated their Twitter profile within the last 25 hours (Table 5). That 

this does not quite correspond with the number that it is approximately tweeted once per day is 

due to the fact that that number only is the mean, meaning that quite a lot of companies are 

probably tweeting less than once a day (median of 0,66 for the variable tweets per day).  

Table 5: Dialogic characteristics of Twitter profiles 

Variable Present Absent 

Link in description 98% 2% 

Company description 94% 6% 

Recent update 51% 49% 

n = 89   

 

There were two variables that were not dichotomous that both refer to the identity of the 

person tweeting in behalf of the company. Regarding if it is stated who is tweeting, the numbers 

show that this is almost never indicated (94%). Only a very small amount of companies indicated 

the tweeter in the profile or in the tweets (3% and 2%). The second variable that deals with this 

topic is whether or not a photo is provided. Even though almost everybody has some kind of 

profile picture, only a very small percentage of those use a picture of the person (2%). Using the 

company’s logo as a profile picture is common practice (97%). Providing the user with 

information about the tweeter can be seen as an advantage for dialogue. It gives the user an idea 

about the person that one is talking to and thus could make the conversation more personal. Also 

the dimension of opening up the self is not really fulfilled if one does not even know who exactly 

is talking. This seems to be a dimension that NTBFs almost never consider. 
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4.1.3 Tweets 

The feature that is far most common in the tweets is to provide a link to any content beyond 

the tweet itself which is done by more than two thirds of the sample. Usertagging and 

hashtagging are both used by around a third of the sample. The least used feature is to include a 

geotag in a tweet, which was only done by 0,3% of the sample (Table 6). 

Table 6: General appearance of tweets 

Variable Present Absent 

Link 70% 30% 

Usertagging 33% 67% 

Hashtagging 33% 67% 

Retweet 17% 83% 

Addressivity 12% 88% 

Added content 9% 91% 

Geotagging 0,3% 99,7% 

n = 893   

 

The majority of the tweets addressed a general audience. 12% were directed to a specific 

user. The variance from the number for addressivity can be explained through the fact that some 

tweets tagged a user in the beginning of the tweet. According to the coding instructions the tweet 

had to be coded as addressivity. However it was possible that the tweet was still written for a 

general audience. Tweet number 573 is an example for this: “@nxanalytics Introduces Cheapest-

To-Deliver #Collateral Analysis Tool #CTD http://t.co/QmKhCYuS”. Media and employees 

were almost never targeted in an explicit way (Table 7). 

Table 7: Targeted audience 

Targeted audience Frequency 

General audience 84% 

Specific user 12% 

Other audience 4% 

Media 0,2% 

Employees 0,1% 

Total 100,3%* 

n = 893 * round-off error 

 

If any kind of content was added to the tweets, a picture was the most usual (63%) followed 

by video with 35 percent. Audio data or other kind of data was attached very seldom (both in 1% 

of the cases). 
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A feature that was quite common was referring to oneself, which means either using the 

name of the company or pronouns in the first person, like I, my and so forth. Only in half as 

many tweets other persons were directly addressed. About an eighth of the sample posted a 

question. Answering to questions was an even less likely feature (Table 8). These numbers allow 

for the assumption that the tweets are more about the company and themselves than interacting 

with the audience. 

Table 8: Dialogic character of tweet content 

Variable Present Absent 

Referring to oneself 29% 71% 

Referring to others 14% 86% 

Question 12% 88% 

Answer 6% 94% 

Motivates an answer 2% 98% 

Agreement 0,4% 99,6% 

Understanding 0% 100% 

Ending conversation 0% 100% 

n = 893   

 

However, companies are not talking about themselves in a very personal way. Personal, 

activity and temporal status updates were the most common but still not very frequent used 

features (Table 9). The value of referring to themselves and to others summed up makes only 

43% of the sample. It becomes clear that a majority of the tweets probably cover business related 

topics without any personal appraisal or evaluation. 

Table 9: Status updates 

Variable Present Absent 

Personal status update 11% 89% 

Activity status update 8% 92% 

Temporal status update 7% 93% 

Physical status update 1% 99% 

Automated status update 0,9% 99,1% 

Mechanical status update 0,3% 99,7% 

n = 893   

 

Also phatic communication was not used very often, with greetings and broadcast being 

more frequent than the category fourth wall which almost never appeared (Table 10). Both of 

these categories of variables could have been used to fulfill the dialogic feature of opening up the 

self to the communications partner. This opportunity is not used by NTBFs to its full capacity. 
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Table 10: Phatic communication 

Variable Present Absent 

Greetings 10% 90% 

Broadcast 6% 94% 

Fourth wall 0,1% 99,9% 

n = 893   

 

Regarding the links that are posted by the companies they are doing a far better job. Over 

half of them are referring to an internal site. Most common are links to news media followed by 

links to the company webpage and to one of their social media channels. The opportunity to 

request additional information on the company website is almost absent (Table 11).  

Table 11: Quality of links 

Variable Present Absent 

Internal link 55% 45% 

Referring to news media 32% 68% 

Referring to company website 26% 74% 

Referring to social media channel 18% 82% 

Referring to another company 14% 86% 

Referring to company blog 10% 90% 

Referring to company website, 

request of additional information 
1% 99% 

n = 630   

 

As the usefulness was coded directly it can be seen that over half of the tweets are useful for 

media and about two fifths are useful for the customers. The investors are the group that are 

considered the least with only 0,3 percent of the tweets being useful for them (Table 12). 

Table 12: Usefulness as it was coded 

Variable Present Absent 

Useful for media 53% 47% 

Useful for customers 40% 60% 

Useful for investors 0,3% 99,7% 

n = 893   

 

4.2 Dialogic indices 

The appearance on Twitter and the tweets of the company have been analyzed according to 

several indices. The dialogic feature that is visible in the tweets the most often is usefulness. The 

percentage score in Table 13 indicates that all the tweets use the potential of being useful up to 
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66%. A score of 100% would stand for the fact that the tweets are as useful as they can be. It is 

important that this number refers to all of the tweets and how they used their potential of being 

in this case useful and not that for example 66% of the tweets are useful. The number was added 

to the table in order to make the different indices comparable as they have different maximum 

scores. Thus just providing the reached score would only allow for looking at them differentiated 

from each other. The conservation of return visits is practiced up to 40 percent of what would be 

possible. The score for generating return visits adds up to 21 percent of the maximum score. 

Creating a dialogic loop was only used up to 9 percent of its full potential. The dialog index 

shows that the companies all together reached a score of 28,8 out of possible 136. It 

commensurates to 39 percent of the maximum. All of these numbers show that the NTBFs are 

not using Twitter up to its full potential in regards to being dialogic.  

Table 13: Indices 

Variable 
Dialogic 

score 
Out of 

Percentage 

of score 

Appeared 

minimum 

Appeared 

maximum 

Usefulness 4,0 6 66% 1 6 

Conservation of return 

visits 
4,4 11 40% 0 10 

Generation of return visits 4,2 20 21% 0 10 

Dialogic loop 1,8 20 9% 0 8 

Dialog index 28,8 136 39% 0 43 

n = 89      

 

In addition the frequencies of the categorized indices for the multivariate analysis were 

evaluated. The only principle where the majority of the companies got the score high is the 

usefulness of the information. For the other three principles a majority was classified in the group 

low. For the overall dialogic index one can establish that 85 percent of the companies were 

considered to be high in dialogue whereas 15 percent fall into the “low” group (Table 14). 

Table 14: Indices, categorized 

Variable Low High 

Usefulness 7% 93% 

Conservation of return visits 66% 34% 

Generation of return visits 73% 27% 

Dialogic loop 94% 6% 

Dialogic index 15% 85% 

n = 89   
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4.3 Multivariate analysis 

Exceeding the descriptive level this thesis also searches for explanations for the different 

levels of dialogical communication. Thus the bivariate analysis will look into relations between 

the different variables and try to distinguish those that could be possible explanations for the 

phenomenon dialogue. Firstly this will be done on an internal level, which means that different 

variables in the tweets will be looked at. A second step will deal with the variables that describe 

the companies in order to determine if they are in a relation with the level of dialogue.  

4.3.1 Tweeting activity 

Firstly several of the variables indicating the general appearance of the tweets have been 

tested on a relation to their dialogic use. It was found that there is no such relationship for 

whether or not the tweet contains a link. Neither did this method show any results for the two 

groups of variables of status updates and phatic communication. Both groups were found to be 

equally as likely to be either low or high in their dialogic quality. 

The variable that showed the highest difference between its two groups with 29 percent was 

addressivity. Tweets that are directed to someone with the @user sign were much often high in 

their dialogic quality (48% compared to 19%, see Table 15). Still the majority of those tweets that 

have the attribute addressivity are low in dialogue. 

Table 15: Dialogic quality by addressivity 

 Addressivity 

No 

n = 788 

Yes 

n = 105 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 81% 52% 77% 

High dialogic quality 19% 48% 23% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,22, p = 0,00    

The variable usertagging has been chosen in order to test the relation between the dialogic 

quality and addressivity.1 The differences between the groups for having / not having addressivity 

differ especially much for the tweets that did not tag a user (36%, see Table 16). The largest 

group, tweets that neither include addressivity nor usertagging, grows by ten percent. 

 

                                                 
1 The method of using test variables allows exploring the investigated relation a little further. In the case that the 
values change notably for a specific group of cases the attribute of the test variable might be closer to the actual 
relation than the one of the independent variable. 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

32 
 

Table 16: Dialogic quality by addressivity for no-usertagging 

 Addressivity 

No 

n = 513 

Yes 

n = 85 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 91% 55% 86% 

High dialogic quality 9% 45% 14% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 598, Cramer’s V = 0,36, p = 0,00    

 

That usertagging stands in a relation with the dialogic quality can further be seen by the 

equivalent groups of tweets that contain a usertag. In these cases the largest groups shrinks to 62 

percent; the differences between tweets with / without addressivity diminishes to 12 percent 

(Table 17). Because the p-value is slightly above the critical level of 0,05 one can only speak about 

a tendency of the data. 

Table 17: Dialogic quality by addressivity for tweets with usertagging 

 Addressivity 

No 

n = 275 

Yes 

n = 20 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 62% 40% 60% 

High dialogic quality 38% 60% 40% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 295, Cramer’s V = 0,11, p = 0,054    

 

A possible conclusion might be that usertagging is closer to the actual explanation for a high 

dialogic quality. The table shows that the groups differ by 26 percent and therewith slightly less 

than the ones for addressivity (29%). In both tables the group that does not have the attribute 

and is low in dialogue is the largest one followed by the one that has the attribute and is also low 

in dialogue. Also in both tables tweets are more often high in dialogue when they have the 

attribute as opposed to the whole sample. However in the group having the attribute there are 

more tweets in the low dialogue group than in the high one (52 / 47 percent for addressivity and 

60 / 40 percent for usertagging, see Table 15 and Table 18). 
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Table 18: Dialogic quality by usertagging 

 Usertagging 

No 

n = 598 

Yes 

n = 295 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 86% 60% 77% 

High dialogic quality 14% 40% 23% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,29, p = 0,00    

 

When addressivity was used as a test variable for usertagging it could be found that the 

results for the group of inhering both usertagging and addressivity were not significant (p = 

0,218). The values for the tweets not including addressivity between those with a usertag and 

those without differ by 28 percent. As the values for the relation between the dialogic quality and 

addressivity were found to be higher and more significant it can be assumed that addressivity is 

more likely to be a reason for having a high dialogic value than usertagging is. Another 

conclusion that can be drawn is that having both attributes makes it much more likely for a tweet 

to gain a high quality of dialogue. Tweet number 292 is an example for this group: 

“@tretico @melamorsicata Hello! Please let us know if you have questions about 

Quickoffice: http://t.co/kbzGHJTT  ^JB”. 

A test for the relation between the dialogic quality and addressivity with the variable 

hashtagging reveals the following: For both tweets that do and do not use a hashtag the 

difference between the groups of addressivity increase to 31 percent. Hence also hashtagging 

might influence the overall dialogic quality; even more than usertagging does. Table 19 shows 

that 23 percent more of the tweets are low in dialogic quality and do not have a hashtag than 

those that do use this method. 

Table 19: Dialogic quality by hashtagging 

 Hashtagging 

No 

n = 599 

Yes 

n = 294 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 85% 62% 77% 

High dialogic quality 15% 38% 23% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,27, p = 0,00    
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Hence addressivity can still be seen to have the closest relation for being beneficial for the 

dialogic quality. In comparison to usertagging, hashtagging plays a slightly more important role 

when influencing the overall dialogic level. Therefore it will be dug a little bit deeper into the 

variable addressivity. 

Tweets that contain the @user sign and are thus classified as having the attribute 

“addressivity” are mostly directed to a specific user. It seems likely that these tweets would be 

especially high in using the principle of a dialogic loop. It is probably easier to post or answer 

question when being in a conversation with someone than implementing these forms of dialogue 

in tweets that are directed to a general audience. When proving if addressivity could serve as an 

explanation for the dialogic loop one can find that tweets that are addressed to someone are 

especially high in posting questions and answers (which are the defining elements of the dialogic 

loop). Table 20 shows that the number of tweets that both use addressivity and have a high 

degree of the principle dialogic loop is 41 percent higher than the high dialogic tweets without 

addressivity. 

Table 20: Dialogic loop by addressivity 

 Addressivity 

No 

n = 788 

Yes 

n = 105 
Total 

Dialogic loop 
No 88% 47% 83% 

Yes 12% 53% 17% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,35, p = 0,00    

 

The second variable that will be looked at is the one of retweets. This was chosen as 

addressivity and retweets are mutually exclusive, a tweet could either address someone directly or 

be a retweet. As in the tables that were already presented again the largest group is the one of not 

having the attribute and being of low dialogic quality (82 percent, see Table 21). The tweet 463 

can be cited as example for this: “Parent Portal Live On #MyBigCampus and ready to use! 

http://t.co/eP64pu8g &amp; http://t.co/fHJFpo4i #edchat #LMS”. The numbers between the 

tweets that are a retweet and those that are not differ by 27 percent in regards to their dialogic 

quality. 
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Table 21: Dialogic quality by retweet 

 Retweet 

No 

n = 741 

Yes 

n = 152 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 82% 55% 77% 

High dialogic quality 18% 45% 23% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,24, p = 0,00    

 

Adding usertagging as a test variable shows that the group of being a retweet is almost not 

altered. The distribution in the group that is not a retweet is more balanced between the low and 

the high dialogic group. Being a retweet and not being one alters about 13 percent for the group 

of tweets that contain usertagging (Table 22). This difference changes to 18 percent for the 

tweets that do not contain a usertag. In this category tweets that are low in their dialogic value 

and contain neither retweet nor usertag is the largest (66%) 

Table 22: Dialogic quality by retweet for tweets with usertagging 

 

Retweet 

No 

n = 162 

Yes 

n = 133 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 66% 53% 60% 

High dialogic quality 34% 46% 40% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 295, Cramer’s V = 0,13, p = 0,027    

 

A very big difference between retweets and non-retweets is visible when using added 

content as a test variable. The variation between both groups is about 60 percent. The largest 

group of them is being a retweet and having added content with 88 percent which falls into the 

group of high dialogic quality. “RT @sherman288: Jambajuice at work!! Friday just got better  

#onescreen #jambajuice http://t.co/FUew8ykH” is an example for one of the tweets that falls 

into this category. Figure 1 shows the image that was added to the tweet. 
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A possible explanation to this distribution 

could be that the quality of a picture or a video 

attached to a tweet is crucial for it being retweeted. 

All tweets listed in this table have any content 

added to them. If they were not retweeted most of 

them are in the low dialogic quality group. That 

most of the retweeted ones are high in dialogue 

allows for the assumption that having some kind of 

dialogic value seems to have a relation with how 

often pictures or videos get retweeted. Retweets 

and normal tweets differ in their values to 60 

percent. Although the small total number has to be 

taken into consideration which is only n = 8 for the group that is both a retweet and has added 

content. On the other hand the values Cramer’s V = 0,39 and p = 0,001 argue against the relation 

being caused by randomness (Table 23). 

Table 23: Dialogic quality by retweet for tweets with added content 

 Retweet 

No 

n = 69 

Yes 

n = 8 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 73% 13% 66% 

High dialogic quality 28% 88% 34% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 77, Cramer’s V = 0,39, p = 0,001    

 

The distribution among the audience that is targeted by the tweets reveals that most of the 

tweets that are high in their dialogic value are directed to a specific user. The fact that a vast 

majority of the tweets that are directed to the category “other” are low in dialogue is in contrast 

somewhat surprising. As the category is one that accumulates different audiences the tweets still 

have a specific audience. This shows that there is obviously a difference between tweets that are 

directed to a single user and to several people – even when it is a special group of people – in 

regards to its dialogic quality (Table 24). “Hiring a Corporate Culture Lead in Hermosillo, Mexico 

http://t.co/kOUorQCU #job” is an example for tweets that are directed to a special group but 

low in dialogue. Even though it is a special group of people it resembles the tweets that are 

directed to a general audience, with the difference that this public is not as big as the one of the 

general audience is. This is in accordance with the theory in so far as the group specific user 

addresses single persons. It is self-evident that tweets that are part of a conversation contain 

Figure 1: Image added to tweet 173 
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more dialogic features than tweets that are directed to general public due to the fact that 

addressing someone is more resembling to a real face-to-face conversation. 

Table 24: Dialogic quality by targeted audience 

 Targeted audience 

General 

audience 

n = 748 

Specific 

user 

n = 103 

Other 

n = 39 
Total 

Dialogic 

quality 

Low dialogic quality 80% 52% 95% 77% 

High dialogic quality 20% 49% 5% 23% 

 Total 100% 101%* 100% 100% 

n = 890, Cramer’s V = 0,24, p = 0,00   * round-off error 

 

Lastly the relation between the dialogic quality and status updates on the one hand and 

phatic communication on the other hand was looked at. For both groups of variables it was 

found that there was no significant deviation in the distribution between the low and high 

dialogue group compared to the whole sample. This means that there is no connection between 

the dialogic quality and the personal statements a twitter user publishes. The idea that personal 

content like status updates and phatic communications are in relation to the dialogic value is 

therefore refuted. Nonetheless there is a clear relation between the tweet having a link and being 

a status update. Tweets that are status updates do not very often contain a link and vice versa 

(Table 25). 

Table 25: Link by status update 

 Status update 

No 

n = 687 

Yes 

n = 206 
Total 

Link 
No 22% 55% 30% 

Yes 78% 45% 70% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,30, p = 0,00    

 

This is even more evident for the phatic communication (Table 26). Tweets with or without 

phatic communication aberrate 48 percent from each other. In both tables the numbers for 

having the attribute derive a lot from the distribution for the whole sample. The conclusion that a 

tweet’s content is either some personal content or refers to some other content through a link 

can be done. 
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Table 26: Link by phatic communication 

 Phatic communication 

No 

n = 754 

Yes 

n = 139 
Total 

Link 
No 23% 71% 30% 

Yes 78% 30% 70% 

 Total 101%* 101%* 100% 

n = 893, Cramer’s V = 0,38, p = 0,00  * round-off error 

 

The tweet “We are just THRILLED to welcome @mtnygard to the team! 

http://t.co/BirSaPi” (tweet 367) is an example for being high in its dialogic character, having a 

link and being a personal status update. The provided link forwards to a blog entry about the new 

employee. As the distribution of dialogic quality does not differ between these groups but are in 

an either-or-relationship with links one can establish that these have the same effect to a tweet’s 

dialogic value as a link has. 

In summary one can say that the variable of addressivity is the one that has the closest 

relation to a tweet being high in its dialogic value. Being a retweet also has a positive influence on 

the dialogic score. A distinctiveness was discovered for the combination of retweet and added 

content. If a tweet contains both of those features it is very likely to find this tweet in the 

category of high dialogic quality. When looking at the audience only being directed to a special 

user is beneficial for the dialogic score. Status updates and phatic communication cannot be seen 

to stand in a relation with the dialogic quality. 

4.3.2 Company characteristics 

In order to detect relations between the dialogic quality of the tweets and the characteristics 

of the company several variables have been combined with the dialogic index in cross tabulations. 

In general it has been refrained from using test variables in this part due to the small sample size 

of n = 89. Even in the cross tabulations that will be presented below the groups are quite small, 

as for example n = 20. Working with test variables would make these even smaller which would 

have led to insignificant results. 

Firstly one has to acknowledge that the majority of the companies fall into the group of high 

dialogic quality (85 percent). In order to be able to understand the relation between the dialogic 

quality and the variables describing the companies one needs to look at the relation between the 

variables describing the companies to each other. As this is not part of the research question but 

will help to understand the section that will answer them, this is only presented briefly without 

stating the whole tables. 
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In the beginning it was looked into the relation between employees and added employees. It 

was found that there is a quite strong relation insofar that those companies that have many 

employees are more likely to add many employees as well as those that have few also only add 

few (Cramer’s V = 0,78, p = 0,00). When looking at the revenue and employees and revenue and 

added employees one can see that in both cases there was a strong difference in the distribution 

of both groups, supported by very high values of Cramer’s V, speaking for a strong correlation 

(V = 0,79, p = 0,00 for revenue / employees and V = 0,61, p = 0,00 for revenue / added 

employees). Both tables show that having companies with low revenue have few (added) 

employees as well as firms with high revenue have many (added) employees. Between the 

variables revenue and growth rate no relation could have been established. Using the number of 

added employees as an explanatory factor for growth did not result in any significant findings 

either. 

It is thus not surprising that the numbers for the dialogic quality and the employees as well 

as added employees are very similar. Both show that the more employees the companies have the 

more often they are high in their dialogic value. Still one has to acknowledge that also companies 

with few employees are quite often classified as high in dialogue as well (Table 27 and Table 28). 

The groups of few and many (added) employees differ to 14 percent in both cases. 

Table 27: Dialogic quality by employees 

 Employees 

Few 

n = 66 

Many 

n = 23 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 18% 4% 15% 

High dialogic quality 82% 95% 85% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,17, p = 0,001    

 

 
Table 28: Dialogic quality by added employees 

 Added employees 

Few 

n = 65 

Many 

n = 21 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 19% 5% 15% 

High dialogic quality 81% 95% 85% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 86, missing values = 3, Cramer’s V = 0,16, p = 0,001   
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The table for the revenue shows a similar pattern. But in addition all the tweets that were 

posted by high revenue companies are high in their dialogic quality; the difference between low 

and high revenue is 18 percent. 

All the previous data hints to the conclusion that the more employees and the more revenue 

a company has, the more it communicates dialogically. An explanation that would fit all three of 

the tables could be the following: companies with high revenue have the financial means to 

employ new staff. Considering the number of employees it seems likely that in a company with a 

lot of employees the tasks of every single employee are more differentiated. In a smaller company 

few people have to take over all the tasks that have to be fulfilled. If there is money to recruit 

more people it is likely that, the bigger the company grows, somebody responsible for 

communication can be hired. In smaller firms this task could be handled by other, less 

experienced people, as it is maybe not a number one priority in the first place when comparing 

with for example the software development. Whether younger or older companies tend to be 

more dialogical did not deliver any significant results. 

This thought is also confirmed by the table for the dialogic quality and the growth rate. The 

largest group contains companies that have a high growth rate and that are high in dialogue. The 

difference between the two groups with 6 percent is however not huge (Table 29). As the value p 

= 0,074 is not extraordinarily above the critical value of 5 percent this tendency can still be 

considered to be a valid one. 

Table 29: Dialogic quality by growth rate 

 Growth rate 

Low 

n = 68 

High 

n = 21 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 16% 10% 15% 

High dialogic quality 84% 90% 85% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,08, p = 0,074    

 

Taking all the discussed data into consideration the following conclusion seems to be a likely 

one: Companies that communicate with a high dialogic value are among the bigger ones, both 

considering revenue and employees. The factor growth might additionally be beneficial to the 

dialogic quality. A reason for this cohesion could be the factor success. Growth can be seen as a 

measurement for success as well as revenue. Both seem to be in a relationship with the dialogic 

communication. The question whether successful companies communicate dialogical or whether 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

41 
 

companies are successful because they communicate dialogically can unfortunately not be 

answered with the kind of data collected in this thesis. 

Besides the very character of the NTBFs also their activity on Twitter could be a possible 

explanation for their dialogical behavior. The first variable to examine is the number of how 

many people the companies follow themselves. The thought behind this is that reading a lot of 

tweets from other people might affect the way of one’s own use of the medium. As can be seen 

in Table 30 this is confirmed by the data. All of the companies that follow many other accounts 

are classified into the high dialogue category. A difference of 18 percent can be determined 

between companies according to how many other accounts they follow. 

Table 30: Dialogic quality by following 

 Following 

Few 

n = 69 

Many 

n = 20 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 18% 0% 15% 

High dialogic quality 82% 100% 85% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,22, p = 0,002    

 

The time that the companies have been on Twitter also seems to affect their dialogic 

communication. The longer they are using the social medium the more often they are classified in 

the high dialogue group. Companies that are on Twitter for a short time are more often posting 

tweets that were classified as low in dialogue (Table 31). The difference between the ones that 

have been on Twitter for a short and a long time is 15 percent, respectively. Again the p value is 

above the critical level hence this has to be seen as a supporting tendency rather than a result in 

itself. 

Table 31: Dialogic quality by time on Twitter 

 Time on Twitter 

Short 

n = 28 

Long 

n = 61 
Total 

Dialogic quality 
Low dialogic quality 25% 10% 15% 

High dialogic quality 75% 90% 85% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,20, p = 0,100    

 

Surprisingly neither the number of posted tweets nor the posted tweets per day did show 

any difference in their distribution according to their dialogic level. The idea that companies will 
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get better and thus more dialogical the more often they tweet can thus not be confirmed. It 

seems rather to be the tweets that are read, as could be seen by the time on twitter and the 

persons one is following, that allow for the dialogic quality to grow. Also the number of followers 

did not show any significant relations with the dialogic quality. 

In conclusion one can say that the bigger (the more employees, the more revenue) a NTBF 

is the more often they communicate with a high degree of dialogue. In addition, growth (growth 

rate, the adding of employees) has shown a positive effect on the dialogic index. In regards to the 

use of Twitter it is probably the reading of tweets, the listening that makes oneself communicate 

better. Additionally it seems to take some time to understand the medium as the companies that 

have been using Twitter for a longer time are more dialogical. Only posting a lot of tweets does 

not seem to improve their quality in regards to dialogue. 

4.3.3 Dialogic indices 

As in the last part of the analysis chapter it is aimed for debating the results of this paper in 

the context of the one of Rybalko and Seltzer (2010) this section will deal with the relation 

between the single dialogic features and the dialogic quality. As a matter of fact the p-value for 

the cross tabulations is far above the critical level which makes the results somewhat insignificant. 

Just for the sake of completeness the results that could be drawn from the calculation when 

ignoring the p-value will be discussed very briefly. In contrast to the cross tabulations presented 

so far now the desired outcome is not to explain the dialogic quality by other variables but to 

look into if the four dialogic features are used differently by companies that are dialogic in 

general. The dialogic quality is the independent variable in this case. As the dialogical index is 

based on the same variables as the indices for the dialogic features are a minimal relation between 

both dimensions is somewhat given. Nevertheless the differences in this relation can be 

interpreted. 

The first index of interest is the usefulness of information. With p = 0,11 the results could 

be evaluated as an existing tendency. Companies that generally have a low amount of dialogue are 

a lot more often to be found in the group whose usefulness of information is also low. This 

means that being high in dialogue does not necessarily come along with a high usefulness. Rather 

the companies that are less dialogic are also a lot less useful in the information they are posting. 

19 percent is the difference between low and high dialogic companies in regards to their 

usefulness. 
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Table 32: Usefulness of information by dialogic quality 

 Dialogic quality 

Low 

n = 13 

High 

n = 76 
Total 

Usefulness of 

information 

Low 23% 4% 7% 

High 77% 96% 93% 

 Total 100% 100% 100% 

n = 89, Cramer’s V = 0,27, p = 0,11    

 

When looking at the generation of return visits the most important observation is that 

companies that are low in their dialogic value in general are on the other hand applying the 

principle of generation of return visits more often. The percentages of the groups of the 

independent variable differ to 13 percent. These values are as high as 12 percent for the 

conservation of return visits and 7 percent for the dialogic loop. Also these numbers indicate that 

there is no strong relationship between the indices and the overall dialogic quality. 

4.4 Results in context of the Fortune 500 companies 

As formulated in research question two, this paper aims for a comparison of its results with 

the ones of Rybalko and Seltzer’s (2010) study. 

The three dialogic features that were most visible in the Fortune 500 companies’ Twitter 

profiles were a link to the company website (95,7%), a brief biography of the company (81,7%) 

and an indication of who is tweeting in behalf of the company (26,9%) (Rybalko and Seltzer 

2010, p. 338). The first two variables were also the most common for the NTBFs with 98 and 94 

percent and thus occur even more often than in the Fortune 500 companies’ profiles. The third 

most common feature of NTBFs’ profiles is however not the indication of who is tweeting but 

the recent update (51%). NTBFs provide the users even more rarely with the information of who 

the person is that tweets, namely in 56 percent of the cases. 

In the tweets Rybalko and Seltzer (2010, p. 339) found an organizational response to a 

specific user (60,2%), the posting of newsworthy information about the company (58,1%) and 

the posting of questions that stimulate an answer (30,1%) to be the most common features. In 

the tweets of NTBFs these features are appearing with a totally different frequency. A response 

to a specific user, which was coded in the variable addressivity, was only present in 12 percent of 

the tweets. Posting newsworthy information about the company was not coded as a single 

variable but could be equated with usefulness for media and customers as those were coded when 

posting a news article and information that would be useful for a customer like for example email 

addresses. 53 percent of the tweets were useful for media and 40 percent were useful for 
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customers. These values are about as high as the ones for the Fortune 500s’ tweets. Lastly 

NTBFs posted questions only in 12 percent of their tweets. In that category also rhetorical 

questions were included. Questions that explicitly motivate an answer could be found in only 2 

percent of the tweets. This value is significantly lower than for the Fortune 500 companies’ 

tweets. 

Regarding the Twitter profile one can see that the most common features are not that 

different from each other. One reason for this fact is probably that this section gives less space 

for customization. When setting up a Twitter profile panels for the company description and a 

link are provided. It seems reasonable that almost every company would aim to fill them in in 

order to provide a complete profile. The variation between who is twittering as well as the 

features for the tweets point to the fact that NTBFs are using dialogical features less than the 

Fortune 500 companies do. Stating who is taking care of the account, addressing specific users 

and asking questions that motivate answers were used considerably more often by Fortune 500 

companies. This points towards a deeper understanding of how to use Twitter in order to 

generate dialogue on the side of the Fortune 500 companies. 

The audiences that were targeted by both groups of companies are approximately the same. 

The group that is addressed most often is the general audience with 74,5 percent for Fortune 

500s and 84 percent for NTBFs. On the second place one can find the specific user with 23,7 

and 12 percent, respectively. NTBFs directed tweets to any other audience in 4 percent of the 

tweets; the Fortune 500s did this only in 0,5 percent of the cases. Customers (0,9%) and current 

employees (0,4%) were audiences that were only addressed by the Fortune 500s. 

Another interesting fact when comparing both types of companies is that the order of the 

appearance of the dialogic indices is turned around. The Fortune 500s use the dialogical loop 

most often followed by the generation of return visits. The conservation of return visits occurs 

on the third place whereas the principle of the usefulness of information is used least. For the 

NTBFs this order is turned upside down: The usefulness of information is on the first place, 

followed by the conservation of return visits, the generation of return visits and finally the 

dialogic loop. A conclusion that can be drawn from this fact is that dialogue is applied in a totally 

different way.  

One can establish while all of the characteristics (dialogic loop, generation and conversation 

of return visits, usefulness of information) indicate dialogue only the principle of the dialogic 

loop contains a direct interaction with other users. According to the different implementation of 

the dialogic principles one can see that the Fortune 500s interact more often with other users 
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than the NTBFs do. Also when taking into consideration the dialogic clusters according to Taylor 

et al. (2001) one can see that the Fortune 500s are using features of the dialogic cluster more 

frequently as the ones of the technical and design cluster. NTBFs use the dialogic features least 

and focus more on the ones of the technology. Hence Fortune 500s are communicating more 

dialogical on Twitter than the NTBFs do as they are applying the features that actually emerge in 

dialogue more often. NTBFs have understood to set the preconditions for dialogue but are not as 

successful in actually implementing it. 

Finally Rybalko and Seltzer (2010) did a test of three hypothesis. They come to the results 

that companies that are dialogical are more likely to conserve return visits. The same relation 

could not be found for the feature usefulness of information and generation of return visits. Thus 

they declare the conservation of return visits to be the key feature used by the Fortune 500 

companies (Rybalko and Seltzer 2010, p. 339f). Furthermore their results show that the 

generation of return visits is used more by companies that have been classified as non-dialogic by 

them. Even though not the exact same method was applied to the data in the paper at hand this 

tendency is also visible. Rybalko and Seltzer’s (2010) explanation for this phenomenon is that the 

generation of return visits is more resembling a one way communication as it is mainly 

determined by links that the companies are posting. In their line of argument in this sense Twitter 

is mainly used as a way of distribution of information about the company than for dialogic 

communication with stakeholders (Rybalko and Seltzer 2010, p. 339). A flaw of this explanation 

is, however, that it contradicts the theory that it has been used and applied. Kent and Taylor’s 

(1998) principles were established in order to indicate dialogue. Arguing that the principle that is 

supposed to indicate dialogue actually is not in order to explain the results seems only to 

contradict the theory that the authors have been working with. Another reason that could explain 

this phenomenon is that posting internal links is not only aligned with dialogue. Bringing traffic 

to the website or social media channels is very likely to be a companies’ goal even it is not aiming 

at communicating dialogically. 

When comparing NTBFs’ and Fortune 500s’ communication on Twitter one can establish 

that the Fortune 500s are using the social medium in a more dialogical way. Even though there 

were no direct values that were collected and calculated in the exact same manner the data points 

to this conclusion due to the facts that firstly dialogic features are more present on their profiles 

and in their tweets and secondly because of the more interactive way of using the medium. That 

ultimately means that the hypothesis cannot be confirmed. There are a multitude of possible 

answers to this result. One could be that the size of Fortune 500s probably allows them to hire 

communication professionals. Having a deep knowledge of how to engage with stakeholders 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

46 
 

seems to be more beneficial when trying to implement dialogue into PR than solely having 

knowledge about the medium and being technology savvy. 

5 Discussion and conclusion 

In the upcoming discussion and conclusion chapter the results will be discussed according to 

the research questions. In order to avoid repetition research question 1.1 will not be discussed in 

detail as these results are part of the answer of research question 2 which will deal with the 

dialogic features and will additionally discuss them in another context. Thus firstly the 

explanatory factors that can be derived from the tweeting activity will be the matter of the 

discussion followed by those that are in a relation with the companies’ characteristics. Finally 

limitations and suggestions for further research will be talked over. 

5.1 Explanatory factors for NTBFs dialogical level 

5.1.1 Tweeting activity 

Research question 1.2 which further explores the first general research question asks about 

explanatory factors for the dialogic level that are present in the NTBFs’ Twitter profiles and 

tweets. One variable that had a close relation to the dialogic value was addressivity. In addition it 

was found that it was beneficial for the dialogic quality if the tweet addressed a single user. These 

findings are related to each other as they both contain tweets that start with a @user sign. It is 

not surprising that these tweets are most often high in dialogue in general as they address 

somebody. It seems to be natural that these tweets are specifically eligible for containing answers 

to questions or questions to a user in order to get a better understanding of the other person’s 

position. Implementing dialogue in a conversation with someone is probably easier than the act 

of trying to start this conversation with someone. This thought was also confirmed by the 

numbers that showed that tweets addressed to someone contain significantly more questions or 

answers than the rest of the sample does. Those tweets are thus more often found in the dialogic 

cluster.  

The fact that retweets have higher scores in their dialogical value could be explained through 

the fact that retweeting can be seen as a way of showing agreement or respect to others. When 

equating dialogic tweets with “good” tweets one might find it meaningful that those tweets are 

more likely to be retweeted because of their important or good content. In reverse this would 

mean that retweets are more dialogical than other tweets. On the other hand one could argue that 

content that can be agreed with would most likely contain a personal statement or an opinion. In 

order to agree to other users they would retweet the idea. This is however not confirmed by the 



VT2013 Master Thesis Tabea Kemna 

47 
 

data. Retweets are not more likely to contain a personal status update or phatic communication in 

comparison to the whole sample. On the contrary, tweets that are not retweets are to a very small 

extent containing more phatic communications in regards to the whole sample. Thus the first 

presented explanation seems to be the more likely one. In relation to the boost of this effect 

through added content one can imagine that the quality of the content is even more important 

than what is written. Pictures and videos could be conceived as more entertaining and informing 

and are therefore more likely to be retweeted than just textual tweets are. That this seems to be a 

pattern in social media marketing can be supported by the current trend of visual marketing that 

uses picture and video platforms like Instagram and Vine.  

The fact that a lot of the tweets either contain some kind of personal content or a link to 

some external page shows that the feature of commenting or evaluating external content is 

mainly not exercised. Either NTBFs send a personal statement or they share content with their 

followers. This uncritical practice of sharing disentitles them of the possibility to come into 

contact with others users. A link that is evaluated in some way seems to be more likely to evoke a 

reaction than just a plain sharing of the link does. 

5.1.2 Company characteristics 

The multivariate analysis showed that companies with more employees and higher revenue 

communicate more dialogically than the smaller companies do. Additionally the results from the 

comparison with the Fortune 500 companies showed that the bigger companies are more 

dialogical in their communication. As already indicated a reason for this could be that dialogical 

communication depends on communication professionals who know how to engage stakeholders 

in social media. Furthermore the tendency of fast growing companies having a higher dialogical 

value could be obtained. One can argue that when equaling growth with success dialogic 

communication and success are in a relationship to each other. If it is the dialogical 

communication that makes the company successful or the fact that successful companies 

communicate dialogically cannot be retrieved from the collected data. 

In regards to the activity in Twitter it became clear that not the own activity is related to how 

dialogical one communicates but that it is the time spend on Twitter and the number of how 

many profiles are followed by the NBTF that relate to the success of implementing dialogue. It 

seems to be the reading of tweets, the listening to the audiences, that makes a company truly 

understand the medium and paves the way for dialogue. In order to be able to do this an NTBF 

thus has to shift the focus from itself to the audience. Trying to understand the audience is the 

key to successfully engage in dialogue. 
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5.2 Practical and theoretical implications 

A practical implication from the findings is that companies are reliant on PR professionals. 

This study stands for the PR branch to be a needed one. Apparently the expert knowledge is a 

needed precondition for engaging in dialogue with companies’ stakeholders. This knowledge has 

to be about how to communicate with and engage users and not solely about the technology.  

The results of this research also inhere implications for the theory that was used. As was 

shown in this and in other studies the possibility of communicating dialogically is not used to its 

full extent. The expected outcome that did not occur was based on the factors risk. According to 

Kent and Taylor (2002) one factor that described dialogue is risk. Due to the fact that dialogue is 

a spontaneous form of communication its tenor and outcome is unpredictable and could possibly 

be negative for company or other participants. As NTBFs are more likely to take on risks (Segers 

1993) this was been regarded to be one of the reasons why the new technology-based firms 

communicate in a more dialogical way. The fact that this could not be confirmed by the data 

allows for the question if the readiness to assume risk really is higher. Another further implication 

from not only this research but also from other studies found that it is not engaged in dialogue is 

that it might not aimed for doing so. Avoiding the risk that comes along with it could be a 

possible explanation. Even though NTBFs adapt to the market quite quickly in using Twitter 

(Sims and O’Regan 2010), this characteristic does not automatically imply how the medium is 

used.  

Advancing this line of argument one can pick up the thought of the problematization of the 

concept of dialogue. Scholars as Habermas (1984) and Stoker and Tusinksi (2006) doubt that real 

dialogue can occur in a market situation. As I put forward above I think that dialogue can occur 

but as it was yet again shown that it is fairly absent from the NTBFs’ Twitter feeds. A possible 

reason could be that companies are apparently not willing to let go of control. Regarding the 

fulfilling of the own agenda versus seeking the best for the relationship (Theunissen and Wan 

Noordin 2012) one can say that both interact with each other. If a company is neglecting the 

voice of their customers in the long run this will also affect their own business. To increase 

revenue and make profit can be seen as the overall goal of every profit organization. Putting this 

goal over the audiences’ one could be both beneficial and harmful depending on the situation. 

Avoiding a potentially harmful situation on a publicly open platform like Twitter could put the 

companies in a safe place. 

The very characteristics of the medium Twitter could also be explanatory for the results of 

the content analysis. It has to be stated that although Twitter allows for a dialogue due to its 

formality it is always the way in which it is used that is the most important factor. The technology 
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itself does accordingly not determine its use and the outcome of the conversations taking place 

on this medium. Having the concept of dialogue in mind it is moreover questionable in how far a 

real dialogue on Twitter is possible given the limited space of 140 characters that the users have 

to express themselves. Of course it is possible to use several tweets in order to make a longer 

argument; still it is not the ideal platform for a dialogue in its theoretical sense. 

5.3 Limitations and further research 

A methodological limitation that already has been mentioned is the comparison to the 

Fortune 500s. Both data were coded with different codebooks. It was tried to replicate the 

codebook for this study as good as possible, but still there are unavoidable differences that occur 

from not having access to the full extent of the exact variables used in the other study. A 

limitation that applies only to the study at hand is the split of the index variables in two groups. 

In addition to simplifying the results the justification of the value that demarcates the groups can 

be doubted. It inevitably classifies two values that are very close to each other one in the high and 

the other in low group even though the difference between them might only be marginal. A 

retaliatory action could have been to split the sample into three parts and only consider the 

groups with the highest and the lowest values for the analysis. It was refrained from doing so as 

the sample of companies n = 89 already was quite small. This is another flaw that can be 

mentioned. Yet a problem was that for every company included in the sample also its tweets had 

to be coded. Extending the sample of companies to an extent that would make the results more 

universally valid would have extended the sample of tweets to a size that would have been 

difficult to deal with in the given time frame for this project. In addition drawing the sample from 

the Inc. 5000 list was not optimal but yet suitable. As a matter of lacking access to a database of 

American companies it was chosen to define the Inc. 5000 as a population even if it would have 

come closer to the intentional research aim to draw the sample from all American software 

companies of a specific size. 

Despite these limitations this piece of research makes a contribution to academia in several 

ways. Firstly it does contribute to the research about dialogue. Whereas a lot of research has 

already been done to prove if Kent and Taylor’s (1998) principles are applied on several different 

kinds of internet pages the theory did not find application to social media channels equally as 

often. It is shed light on how smaller companies, precisely the new-technology based firms, use 

Twitter for their communication. When comparing to other studies that have been done in 

regards to dialogue the study at hand provides some added value: it does also explore possible 

explanations for the way of communication. So far content analysis in this context had only been 

used in a predominantly descriptive way. The way of looking at relations with background factors 
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had not been applied in this manner. When regarding the research on NTBFs one can say that 

there are very little studies on their communicational behavior. Most of the scholars focus on this 

kind of company from an economic perspective. Analyzing their use of PR adds a new layer to 

the existing knowledge about NTBFs.  

Of course this study did also raise some new questions. An area that would be interesting to 

explore further is the kind of relation between the dialogic value and for example the success. 

With long term studies it might be possible to determine if there is a causal relationship and 

which factor is the determining one. On the other hand it might also be interesting to investigate 

dialogue in situations where success is lacking: The role of dialogue in crisis communication 

could be another direction where this line of research could be taken to. Furthermore the study 

did neither take into account the content that was published by the NTBFs nor answers from 

users that actually did engage with the companies. Looking further into those conversations in a 

qualitative way might give some more valuable insight on how dialogue is and can be performed 

on a social media site. As the results turned out to be the opposite of what was expected it is still 

of interest what kind of social implications can be made from dialogic communication on social 

media. In the introduction it was claimed that dialogue is used as a means of shaping 

relationships with stakeholders. As they do not communicate as dialogically as Fortune 500 

companies, new technology-based firms probably do not have a stronger relationship to their 

stakeholders. However this study did only take into account the communication on one channel. 

Delving deeper into stakeholder-organization relationships could give insight into how they are 

shaped and which role dialogue plays in this process. It is supposable that these relations are 

shaped in another way than solely through dialogic communication on Twitter. The impacts of 

dialogical communication have not been analyzed in a satisfactory way yet. It could be 

investigated if dialogue really opens up the user for manipulation or which other effects it has. As 

implied in the discussion the motives behind the way of using Twitter could not be analyzed with 

the method of content analysis. It could thus be a task for future research to investigate the 

NTBFs’ attitudes towards the use of social media and Twitter in particular. 

Finally the current study is in accordance with the line of research on this subject. The 

dialogical potential of the analyzed medium was not utilized to its maximal capacity. The two 

possibilities of explanations are either unwillingness or inability. The study could show that there 

is a lot more to investigate regarding dialogue especially regarding its application on Twitter. If 

the concept is suited for this task at all is another question to be answered in the future. 
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7 Appendix 

7.1 Codebook 

A) Company 

1. Company ID  

Record the ID of the company  

 

2. Company name  

Record the name of the company  

 

3. Data collection  

Record the time of the data collection  

 

4. Year of foundation  

Record the year when the company was founded  

 

5. Revenue  

Record the revenue  

 

6. Number of employees  

Record the number of current employees  

 

7. Added employees  

Record the number of employees the company 

added in the last three years 

 

 

8. Growth rate  

Record the growth rate in percent  

 

9. Location  

Enter the state where the company is based (e.g. 

CA for California) 
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B) Twitter profile 

10. Twitter profile  

Record whether or not the company has a Twitter profile 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

11. Twitter name  

Record the Twitter name of the organization, 

including the @ (e.g. @unifiedpayments) 

 

 

12. Joined Twitter  

Record the date when the company joined Twitter  

 

13. Company description  

Record if there is a description of the company on the profile 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

14. Company description link  

Record if there is a link in the companies’ description 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

15. Twitterers  

Record if it is stated who is twittering in behalf of the company 

No 00 

Yes, in the profile 01 

Yes, in the tweets 02 

 

16. Photo  

Record if the company has a user picture 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Yes, of the person who tweets 02 

 

17. Number of tweets  

Record the total number of posted tweets  
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18. Following  

Record the number of profiles the company is 

following 

 

 

19. Followers  

Record the number of persons that are following 

the company 

 

 

20. Recent update  

Was the most recent tweet posted within the last 24 hours? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

C) Tweet 

General appearance 

21. Company ID  

Record the company ID of the tweeting company  

 

22. Tweets ID  

Record the ID of the tweet  

 

23. Date of tweet  

Record the date when the tweet was posted in the format YY-MM-DD hh:mm 

  

 

24. Was retweeted  

Record the number that the tweet has been 

retweeted 

 

 

25. Link  

Record if the tweet contains an URL  

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

26. Addressivity  

Record if the tweets is directed to someone, starting with @user 

No 00 

Yes 01 
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27. Usertagging  

Record if the tweets mentions an user in the tweet (not the beginning), e.g. ‘Watched @oprah today’, 

‘Wasn't aware of #3D printing before. So inspirational! http://youtu.be/X5AZzOw7FwA  via 

@youtube’ 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

28. Retweet  

Record whether the tweet is a retweet, either starting with ‘RT’ or using Twitter’s retweet function 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

29. Hashtagging  

Record if the tweets uses a hashtag (#), ‘Wasn't aware of #3D printing before. So inspirational! 

http://youtu.be/X5AZzOw7FwA  via @youtube’ 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

30. Targeted audience  

Record which audience the tweet targets 

Specific user (@user) 00 

Media 01 

Investors 02 

Customers 03 

Employees 04 

General audience 05 

Other 98 

 

31. Geotagging  

Record if the tweet contains a geotag 

No 00 

Yes 01 

 

32. Added content  

Record if there is any added content to the tweets 

No 00 

Yes 01 
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Dialogic character of tweets 

33. Type of added content  

Record which content is added to the tweet 

Picture 00 

Audio 01 

Video 02 

No added content 98 

 

34. Internal or external Link  

Record whether the tweets forwards to an internal or external page, all sites of the companies’ homepages and 

companies’ other social media channel counts as internal, everything else counts as external 

Link to external page 01 

Link to internal page 02 

No link in the tweet 00 

 

35. Referring to social media  

Does the link refer to another social media page of the company? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 

 

36. Referring to blog  

Does the link refer to the companies’ blog? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 

 

37. Referring to news media  

Does the link refer to a news media outlet? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 

 

38. Referring to company website  

Does the link refer to the homepage of the company? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 
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39. Referring to company website – information 

Does the link refer to the homepage of the company where additional information can be requested? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 

 

40. Referring to other company’s website 

Does the link refer to the homepage of another company? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 99 

 

41. Usefulness of information for media  

Is the information on the page the tweet refers to useful for media? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 98 

 

42. Usefulness of information for investors 

Is the information on the page the tweet refers to useful for investors? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 98 

 

43. Usefulness of information for customers 

Is the information on the page the tweet refers to useful for media? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

No link in the tweet 98 

 

44. Question  

Does the tweet post a question? 

No 00 

Yes 01 
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45. Answering questions  

Does the tweet answer to a question? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

46. Motivates an answer  

Does the tweet directly motivate an answer, like “tweet as your thoughts”, “retweet if you agree”? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

47. Agreement  

Does the tweet contain words expressing agreement, like “you’re right”, “I agree” etc.? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

48. Understanding  

Does the tweet contain words expressing agreement, like “I understand”, “I see” etc. ? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

49. Referring to oneself  

Does the tweets contain the word “I”, possessive pronouns (e.g. my) or the name of the company? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

50. Referring to others  

Does the tweets contain the word “you” or possessive pronouns (e.g. your)? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 
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51. Ending conversations  

Does the tweet contain a set phrase to end a conversation? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

Content of tweets 

52. Personal status update  

Does the tweet contain a personal status update? (e.g. “I liked Modest Mouse after they became famous”) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

53. Temporal status update  

Does the tweet contain a temporal status update? (e.g. “Waiting for my 2pm performance review to start.”) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

54. Local status update  

Does the tweet contain a local status update? (e.g. “Standing in a lecture theatre talking about Marketing 

Management.” 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

55. Mechanical  status update  

Does the tweet contain a mechanical status update? (e.g. “Well … I’m in trouble. Used 3829.060MB 

(62.322%) of your 6GB. You have 22 days remaining.) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

56. Physical status update  

Does the tweet contain a physical status update? (e.g. “It’s freezing out there this morning.”) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 
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57. Automated status update  

Does the tweet contain an automated status update? (e.g. generated by a service like FourSquare) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

58. Activity status update  

Does the tweet contain an activity status update? (e.g. “Playing with the Internet in the name of science.”) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

59. Phatic communications - greetings  

Does the tweet contain a greeting to the followers/twitter users etc.? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

60. Phatic communications – fourth wall  

Does the tweet contain a note to the self or the like? (e.g. FYI) 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 

 

61. Phatic communications - broadcast  

Does the tweet contain a unidirected opinion/statement/random thought? 

No 00 

Yes 01 

Not identifiable 99 
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7.2 Reliability of codebook 

Variable 
Variable 

number 

Krippendorff’s 

alpha 

A) Company   

Company ID 1 1 

Year of foundation 4 1 

Employees 6 0,93 

Added employees 7 0,93 

Total  0,97 

   

B) Twitter profile   

Twitter account 10 1 

Description 13 1 

Link in description 14 1 

Twitterers 15 1 

Photo 16 1 

Total  1 

   

C) Tweets   

General appearance   

Company ID 21 1 

Tweet ID 22 1 

Was retweeted 24 0,95 

Link 25 1 

Addressivity 26 0,71 

Usertagging 27 0,96 

Retweet 28 1 

Hashtagging 29 0,98 

Targeted audience 30 0,33 

Geotagging 31 1 

Added content 32 1 

Total  0,90 

Dialogic character of tweets   

Type of added content 33 1 

Internal or external link 34 0,94 

Referring to social media 35 0,98 

Referring to company blog 36 1 

Referring to news media 37 0,91 

Referring to company website 38 0,95 

Referring to company website, additional information 39 0,98 

Referring to other website 40 0,86 

Usefulness for media 41 0,82 
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Usefulness for investors 42 1 

Usefulness for customers 43 0,91 

Question 44 0,78 

Answer 45 0,49 

Motivates an answer 46 1 

Agreement 47 1 

Understanding 48 1 

Referring to oneself 49 0,65 

Referring to others 50 0,48 

Ending the conversation 51 1 

Total  0,88 

Content of tweets   

Personal status update 52 0,78 

Temporal status update 53 0,79 

Local status update 54 0,78 

Mechanical status update 55 1 

Physical status update 56 1 

Automated status update 57 1 

Activity status update 58 0,74 

Phatic communication – greetings 59 0,94 

Phatic communication – fourth wall 60 1 

Phatic communication – broadcast 61 0,91 

Total  0,89 

   

Whole model  0,90 

 


