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Resumé (Abstract) 

Vi lever i en verden, hvor det handler om at udnytter de muligheder, som sociale medier 

har bragt med sig. Indenfor public relations er det især blevet populært at undersøge, 

hvordan man kan kommunikere igennem disse ”nye” medier og skaber dialog med inte-

ressenter. Mange virksomheder synes dog fortsat fastlåst i envejskommunikation via 

”gamle” medier, som print, radio og tv. 
 

Noget akademisk litteratur omkring brugen af sociale medier i public relations refererer 

til empiriske beviser på kommunikationsstrategier for virksomheder i moderne tid, men 

der synes generelt at mangle en teoretiske ramme. Dette speciale undersøger muligheden 

for at rekonceptualisere Grunig og Hunts public relations modeller (1984) for derigennem 

at tilvejebringe et teoretisk grundlag for brugen af sociale medier i public relations. Re-

konceptualiseringen sker i lyset af tilgangsmåden: ”the Montreal School”, som er én mu-

lig tilgang til organisationers kommunikative sammensætning, på engelsk forkortet CCO. 

De nye modeller, der herved fremkommer, inddrager CCO-konceptet om at en organisati-

on har evnen til at kommunikere med dens omverden igennem autoriserede agenter, som 

kommunikerer på vegne af organisationen. Kommunikationen kan vise sig som monolog 

eller dialog – og i ubalanceret eller balanceret form. 
 

De rekonceptualiserede modeller valideres empirisk ved hjælp af et datasæt bestående af 

mere end 100.000 tweets fra 44 Fortune 500 virksomheder, hvilket tjener til at illustrere 

kommunikationsstrategier i praksis. På baggrund af dette kan det konkluderes, at der er  

plads til forbedring. En stor del af Fortune 500 virksomhederne synes at være i ubalance-

ret dialog med deres publikum. Når der ikke konverseres med andre brugere på Twitter, 

sender organisationerne faktuelle informationer ved brugen af tweets med tekst og hyper-

link. På den måde opnås en vis troværdighed i hvad der kommunikeres, hvilket passer til 

den rekonceptualiserede model: ”balanceret monolog”. Resultaterne synes at understøtte 

en konklusion om, at virksomhederne mangler en teoretisk ramme, som de kan støtte sig 

op ad i forbindelse med udformning af kommunikationsstrategier. De rekonceptualiserede 

modeller tilvejebringer således et muligt teoretisk grundlag for dette. 
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I det 21. århundrede er sociale medier uundgåelige og dette speciale bidrager til forståel-

sen af dette. Organisationer som de Fortune 500 virksomheder, der er med i denne af-

handling, viser villighed til at være transparent og interagere med deres interessenter 

igennem nye teknologier som Twitter. 
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1.	  Introduction	  

“Social media is here for keeps –	   and big changes are coming as a result”,	  Gerald C. 

Kane wrote on a MIT Sloan Management Review blog on September 8, 2014. Many ex-

perts believe that social media is here to stay and that businesses cannot ignore it (Kane, 

2014). Today, the majority of companies employ social media in their daily business and 

a recent social business report implies that 67 per cent of officials believe that social me-

dia have the potential of essentially altering their businesses (Kane, 2014).	  

 

Today, organizations most often use social media to promote products, manage customer 

relationships and participate in discussions with their stakeholders on subjects like corpo-

rate social responsibility (see Morsing & Schultz, 2006). However, many companies are 

still deep-seated in the one-way communication of the “old media”	  (e.g. print, radio, tele-

vision), in spite of the potential of the two-way communication that “new media”, like 

social media, has to offer. Social media is the next stage in the development of technology 

affecting the structure of business (Kane, 2014). 

 

One level of the organizations, where social media could be particularly interesting and 

beneficial, is the public relations departments and people. These people represent their 

organizations, they talk on behalf of the organization and are the ones that generally are in 

contact with the organization’s publics (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:5). Times have changed in 

many ways, since public relations was first introduced and it is a field, which was first 

met with much negativity, but which has now developed into becoming a crucial part of 

any larger organization (see DeSanto, 2012). However, how and what the public relations 

people communicate should be based on the communication strategy the organization is 

operating within. Organizational communication is an academic field of study that is still 

studied to this day, and it is constantly being questioned and discussed (e.g. Grunig, 2009; 

Morsing & Schultz, 2006). But what does the communicative constitution of organiza-

tions mean in a public relations perspective? 
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1.1	  Problem	  statement	  

Organizational communication as academic field was first recognized back in the 1960s 

and 1970s (Taylor, 1999:21). Today in the present age of globalization the field is focus-

ing on questions like the making of an organization and how it is constituted in communi-

cation (Taylor, 1999:22). In the field of public relations focus is on an organization’s 

communication with its publics and how does this influence how an organization is con-

stituted in communication? And when it comes to the making of an organization in con-

nection to its communication with its environment, what role does prevailing and modern 

social communication platforms (e.g. social media channels like Facebook and Twitter) 

play in all of this? 

 

There is some empirical evidence (e.g., Lovejoy, Waters, & Saxton, 2012; Saffer, Som-

merfeldt & Taylor, 2013) on the use of social media in public relations within communi-

cation strategies of companies to be found in academic literature. However, what is most 

noticeable is, the fact that the theoretical backdrop of these explorative studies is largely 

missing. The master thesis remedies this shortcoming with the help of the commonly 

mentioned public relations models introduced by Grunig and Hunt in 1984. The purpose 

of the master thesis is to research and address the lack of a relevant theoretical setting of 

these explorative studies to support the use of social media in public relations. 
 

1.2	  Research	  Question	  

The intention of the master thesis is to discuss and suggest a theoretical framework, which 

previous empirical studies have been lacking and therefore, the master thesis does not 

operate around one definite research question. By reconceptualizing the recognized public 

relations models by Grunig and Hunt in the light of the communicative constitution of 

organizations (i.e. CCO), a new theoretical framework can be presented. To validate the 

reconceptualized models, the master thesis will suggest operational measures that can be 

implemented to illustrate communication strategies in practice, by using empirical data on 

the use of Twitter among the U.S. Fortune 500 companies. 
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In short, the master thesis seeks to:  

(1) Reconceptualize Grunig & Hunt’s public relations models (1984) in the light of litera-

ture on the communicative constitution of organizations (CCO), (2) develop operational 

measures to (3) illustrate strategies in practice. 

 

1.3	  Delimitation	  

This thesis presents a theoretical discussion offering suggestions for how to reconceptual-

ize the models of public relations by Grunig and Hunt in the light of the concept of the 

communicative constitution of organizations. The reconceptualization of the models in-

troduces a new framework, which is examined in comparison to communication on social 

media, more precisely Twitter, by a number of Fortune 500 companies. The scope of the 

thesis does not include a more advanced or extensive examination of the use or adaptabil-

ity of the reconceptualized models. 

 

The understanding of Grunig and Hunt’s models, as well as the term public relations, fol-

lows the clarification from the book: “Managing public relations” by Grunig and Hunt 

from 1984. However, throughout this thesis, the term “public relations” is in general un-

derstood as defined by Public Relations Society of America’s and that is: ”Public rela-

tions is a strategic communication process that builds mutually beneficial relationships 

between organizations and their publics” (PRSA, n.d.). 

 

In relation to public relations as a communication process, there are many communication 

models to consider (Kolstrup et al., 2009:251). As this thesis puts much emphasis on the 

communication process in relation to the communicative constitution of organizations, it 

is important to stress that when referring to the term “communication” (i.e. seen as pro-

cess), it is understood according to how it is presented in Grunig and Hunt’s “Managing 

Public Relations” (p. 24):  

 

Source à Message à Medium à Receiver 

  Feedback  
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The focus of this thesis is not on examining all possible levels of the communication pro-

cess. Emphasis here is on the sender, the message, the receiver and particularly the medi-

um through which the message is communicated, as depicted in Grunig and Hunt’s com-

munication process for public relations. Feedback adds the dimension of dialogic com-

munication – seeing that a conversation takes place. The feedback element demonstrates 

that the communication (i.e. the message) goes back to the sender. Grunig and Hunt em-

phasize that the above model of communication is only meant for their two-way asym-

metric model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:24). In the light of the reconceptualization, when 

referring to monologue in the thesis, the communication process is seen as communica-

tion without an element of feedback, i.e. the above model without the feedback. Other 

definitions of how a communication process should be defined or understood will there-

fore not be considered for the purpose of this thesis. Nor will this thesis go into more de-

tail about different or comparable theoretical views on the role of sender, receiver and 

medium. 

 

When referring to the term social media in the thesis, the term is used as a general term 

covering all digital social media. Due to the wide range of social media platforms availa-

ble, the reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models has been lim-

ited to only illustrate empirical data from one specific social media channel, and that is 

the micro-blogging platform: Twitter. The thesis will not relate the use of the reconceptu-

alized models to other forms of social media, as it is deemed outside the scope of the the-

sis. 

 

Lastly, when the term “communication strategy” is used in the master thesis, it should be 

understood as an organization’s strategy for its public relations communication on social 

media. The term here refers to the strategy that an organization has decided to follow in 

regards to its internal and external communication to secure the communication between 

the organization and its publics – a communication strategy that has basis in the general 

business strategy (Kolstrup et al., 2009:255). The thesis will not include a more detailed 

examination of the term communication strategy and will not include contrasting views 

on the relevance of such a strategy, or the difference between communication strategy and 
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public relations strategy. As relevant as this subject may be for the subject matter, it is 

considered to be outside the immediate scope of this thesis. 
 

1.4	  Structure	  of	  thesis	  

The master thesis begins by expounding the concepts of public relations, Grunig and 

Hunt’s public relations models and the communicative constitution of organizations 

(CCO). Second, the master thesis moves on to the reconceptualization of the public rela-

tions models by Grunig and Hunt in the light of the concept of the communicative consti-

tution of organizations. As the public relations models have been reconceptualized, the 

master thesis then moves on to the development of operational measures. These measures 

are then illustrated by means of empirical data on the use of Twitter among U.S. Fortune 

500 companies. Finally, the master thesis discusses the empirical illustrations and their 

implications for the reconceptualization, as well as the theoretical implications within 

public relations, communicative constitution of organizations and lastly, how social me-

dia, like Twitter, influence organizational communication and public relations. 

2.	  Theory	  

Selected theories on public relations, the public relations models by Grunig and Hunt 

(1984) as well as the communicative constitution of organizations are explained in the 

following section, as these theories are considered relevant for the purpose of the master 

thesis. 

2.1	  Public	  relations	  

The tradition of “public relations”	  has existed since the early twentieth century, according 

to the Public Relations Society of America (PRSA, n.d.), whereas public relations theo-

rists James E. Grunig and Todd Hunt state that the first use of the term “public relations” 

allegedly dates back to the ninetieth century (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:14). In 1882 Dorman 

Eaton, a lawyer, spoke of “The Public Relations and Duties of the Legal Profession” at 

the Yale Law School and hereby introduced the term “public relations” for the first time, 

according to James E. Grunig and Todd Hunt (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:14). With “public 

relations” Eaton meant caring for the wellbeing of the public (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:14). 
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2.1.1	  The	  concept	  of	  Public	  Relations	  

The notion of public relations has been defined in many ways, since it was first intro-

duced. In the book “Managing Public Relations”	   from 1984 James E. Grunig and Todd 

Hunt define public relations as “the management of communication between an organiza-

tion and its publics”	  (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:6). This definition is, according to Grunig and 

Hunt, a condensed version of the many definitions of public relations, which Harlow 

found in 1976 (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:6-7). Grunig and Hunt argue that the struggle to 

define public relations, which others have experienced, has simply been needless (Grunig 

& Hunt, 1984:7). They add that the reason for their “straightforward” definition is a ques-

tion of effect and responsibility in how practitioners do public relations. Not all public 

relations is efficient and sensible, according to Grunig and Hunt, and for that reason they 

have chosen to keep it short and simple, when it comes to a general definition of what 

public relations is (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:7-8).	  “Public relations”	  is a concept and a prac-

tice, and its definition has progressed beside public relations’	  shifting roles and the tech-

nological development (PRSA, n.d). In the early definitions, much like the one introduced 

by Grunig and Hunt in 1984, focus has been on publicity and press agents, whereas the 

more modern definitions feature the conceptions of “engagement” and “relationship build-

ing” (PRSA, n.d.).	  
 

According to Public Relations Society of America (PRSA) –	  a professional trade associa-

tion –	  a more recent definition of public relations is: “Public relations is a strategic com-

munication process that builds mutually beneficial relationships between organizations 

and their publics”. This definition of public relations is a crowd-sourced definition, 

which was developed around 2011 and 2012 (PRSA, n.d.). Previously, the definition of 

public relations –	  also by PRSA, which dates back to 1982 –was that: "Public relations 

helps an organization and its publics adapt mutually to each other”	  (PRSA, n.d.). In short, 

the newest and crowd-sourced definition of public relations from PRSA centers on the 

fundamental conception of public relations as a communication process. The kind that is 

strategic in nature and highlighting the appreciation of equally advantageous relationships 

(PRSA, n.d.). 
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In their definition of public relations PRSA prefers “process”	  to “management function”, 

as the latter (i.e. management function) induces notions of control and top-down, one-way 

communication (PRSA, n.d.). With the word “relationships”	  PRSA refers to the role of 

public relations in helping to get organizations and individuals together with their vital 

stakeholders. In their definition PRSA chooses to use “publics”	  instead of “stakeholders”, 

as “publics”	  means the “public”	  nature of public relations, where “stakeholders”	  has an 

undertone of publicly traded companies (PRSA, n.d.). 
 

2.1.2	  Public	  relations	  as	  a	  communication	  process	  

PRSA’s crowd-sourced definition emphasizes public relations as a communication pro-

cess and this is relevant to consider in regards to organizational communication research. 

PRSA focuses on the process of communication, which happens between organizations 

and their publics. They see public relations as something positive that can create valuable 

relationships (PRSA, n.d.). Communication flows both ways and organizations as well as 

their publics are to benefit from public relations communication (PRSA, n.d.). 
 

The definition of public relations by Grunig and Hunt from their book “Managing Public 

Relations” (1984) does not indicate mutuality in the same way, as the PRSA definition of 

public relations. Grunig and Hunt’s definition suggests that one is more to focus on the 

managing part of public relations rather than the communication process part of public 

relations. However, in the book “Managing Public Relations”, Grunig and Hunt give the 

impression that organizations would benefit immensely from a more two-way oriented 

communication strategy (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:120). In other words, organizations should 

communicate more with their publics in order to establish mutual and better relationships. 
 

Using words like “mutual” and “beneficial”, as in the PRSA definition, creates a cohesive 

and more modern definition of public relations, that fits the globalized world of today in 

comparison to how the world looked, when Grunig and Hunt wrote “Managing Public 

Relations”. Times have changed and the technological evolution – among other things – 

has put new pressure on organizations and the way they are to operate, communicate etc. 

(Kane, 2014). 
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Due to the fact that PRSA’s definition of public relations emphasizes public relations as a 

communication process, and that it was created within recent years, it is for the purpose of 

this thesis considered relevant to center on this definition in order to examine how public 

relations practitioners see the concept of public relations today as compared to 1984. Ad-

ditionally, this “modern” definition of public relations is significant to consider in relation 

to the communicative constitution of organizations (CCO), which I will return to in chap-

ter 3. 

2.1.3	  Grunig	  &	  Hunt’s	  four	  models	  of	  public	  relations	  

In 1984, the acknowledged public relations practitioner James Grunig, who has been 

practicing public relations for more than two decades, generated four public relations the-

ories and models, now very well recognized, together with Todd Hunt (see Grunig & 

Hunt, 1984). Since they were first introduced, these four models of public relations have 

helped construct advances in the field of public relations (e.g. Morsing & Schultz, 2006). 

 

Grunig and Hunt chose to use the term “models” to explain their four types of public rela-

tions, as it emphasizes that they are concepts (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:21). Grunig and Hunt 

see a model as a “representation of reality” and these models describe how they believe 

that public relations has advanced through history, i.e. history up until the 1980s, more 

precisely 1984 – the year Grunig and Hunt’s book “Managing Public Relations” was re-

leased. The four models of public relations are intended as a means to help understand 

how public relations are practiced – according to Grunig and Hunt (1984:21). However, 

Grunig and Hunt emphasize that the models are generalizations, and generalizations are 

always deceptive in part, since they continuously omit something (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984:21). 

 

The four models of public relations are, as said by Grunig and Hunt: 1) press agen-

try/publicity, 2) public information, 3) two-way asymmetric, and 4) two-way symmetric. 

“The models first differ in purpose – the function they provide for the organization that 

sponsors them” (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:21). Grunig and Hunt define that public relations 

in the press agent/publicity model serves as propaganda, whereas the purpose of public 

relations in the public information model is the dissemination of information. This is, 

however, not essentially meant with a swaying intent (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:21-22). A 
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press agent of the press agentry model merely wants to sell products or services, and ac-

curateness or trustworthiness of what is communicated is not of high significance (Grunig 

& Hunt, 1984:29). In the public information model accuracy of the messages, for example 

in press releases is more vital, however information about the audience is not considered 

essential (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). 

 

In the two-way asymmetric public relations model the purpose can be defined as “scien-

tific persuasion” (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). The practitioners of this kind of public rela-

tions have a similar function to that of the press agent/publicist. However, the practition-

ers here use knowledge gained from social science theory and the study of attitudes and 

behavior in order to convince publics to acknowledge the organization’s outlook and to 

act in a way that backs the organization (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). Where persuasion in 

the two-way asymmetric model is more of a scientific kind, persuasion in the press agent/ 

publicist model is more of an intuitive kind. In short, this means that the idea is to get into 

the mind of the audience and tailor the message in order to get the most effective reaction 

(Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). 
 

Moderators between organizations and their publics are what the practitioners of the two-

way symmetric model act as, according to Grunig and Hunt (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). 

The purpose of this model is to generate mutual understanding, and practitioners of the 

two-way symmetric model may use social science theory and methods as their know-

ledgebase, but when it comes to planning and evaluation of public relations, theories of 

communication rather than theories of persuasion is used (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). The 

organization aims to create a dialogue with its publics, rather than simply send a “mono-

logue”. If a problem occurs in the communication, the practitioners of the two-way sym-

metric model wish to find a solution, which is equally beneficial (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984:23). 
 

Basically, the four models of public relations can be separated into two concepts: one-

way or two-way communication, and symmetric or asymmetric communication. This can 

be visualized as follows (see Figure 1 – modification of Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22): 
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Two-way communi-
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Publicity Model 
 

 
Two-way asymmetric 
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Public Information 
Model 
 

 
Two-way symmetric 
Model 
 

 

Grunig and Hunt state that depending on which definition of public relations one chooses 

to use, different models apply. For instance definitions that highlight persuasion, meaning 

only communicating the parts of the organization that the publics acknowledge, fits the 

two-way asymmetric model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). Whereas, definitions that under-

line mutual understanding meet the two-way symmetric model. 
 

2.1.4	  The	  nature	  of	  communication	  in	  the	  Grunig	  and	  Hunt	  PR	  models	  

Public relations practitioners advise on communication between the organization and its 

publics and this communication is demonstrated in the public relations models. In the first 

two models (press agentry/publicity and public information) communication goes one-

way: from the organization to publics (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). Communication in these 

two models is seen as telling, not listening by practitioners. However, the interpretation of 

the models vary: while the public-information specialist feels that it is compulsory to pre-

sent an all-embracing picture of the organization or product that is presented, the press 

agent/publicist on the other hand does not always feel required to do so (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984:23). 
 

Where communication in the first two models is viewed as one-way communication, 

communication in the two-way symmetric model and the two-way asymmetric model 

flows both ways, which is also indicated in the titles of the two models (“two-way”) 

(Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). In other words, practitioners of these two-way models view 

communication as both telling and listening. However, the two public relations models 

differ in the nature of that two-way communication (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). 

 

Figure 1 – Grunig and 
Hunt’s public relations 
models adapted to two 
concepts 
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The effect of public relations is imbalanced in the organization’s favor in the two-way 

asymmetric model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984, 23). Here the organization wishes to alter the 

attitudes and behavior of the public and does not show willingness itself to change, as an 

outcome of public relations (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). According to Grunig & Hunt, 

“feedback” is communication that an organization receives from publics, but the organi-

zation does not ask the public to start the communication. This makes the communication 

“asymmetric” in the two-way asymmetric model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). 
 

In the two-way symmetric model an organization is in dialogue with its publics. Here it is 

just as possible for the public to persuade the managers of the organization to alter behav-

ior and attitude, as vice versa (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). The ideal outcome would be that 

both the organization’s management and the publics of the organization change in per-

formance or manner in some way following a public relations communication effort 

(Grunig & Hunt, 1984:23). 
 

2.2	  Communicative	  Constitution	  of	  Organizations	  

CCO stands for the communicative constitution of organizations. Within this concept, 

organizations are a constitution of communication, not its forerunner. CCO is a field of 

study that has gained much attention in organizational communication studies. Seeing 

that, within the study of the communicative constitution of organizations, focus is on 

communication’s role in the construction and reconstruction of organizations (Brummans 

et al., 2014:173).  

 

Scholars of the communicative constitution of organizations might all approve that com-

munication constitutes organizations, but they vary in their comprehension and study of 

its organizing assets (Brummans et al., 2014:173). The concept of communicative consti-

tution of organizations includes three schools of thought: 
 

1 –	  The McPhee’s Four Flows	  

2 –	  The Montreal School	  

3 –	  Luhmann’s Theory of Social Systems.	  
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2.2.1	  McPhee’s	  Four	  Flows	  

In McPhee’s approach to CCO it is recognized that an organization is created by copro-

ducing it as a collective of directions and means in which organizational members draw 

on their connection with each other (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:27-28). These connections 

depend on somewhat taken-it-as-given routines, which allow members (i.e. human 

agents) to position themselves, maintain knowledge competency and justify their argu-

ments and views (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:29). Aforementioned are structurationist norms 

that form the basis of the McPhee and colleagues approach to the communicative consti-

tution of organizations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At the core of the McPhee approach to CCO is the four flows model and the flows are: 

membership negotiation, reflexive self-structuring, activity coordination and institutional 

positioning (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:33). This model claims that dissimilar interdepend 

communication processes –	  in the model called “flows”	  	  (see Figure 2 – from McPhee & 

Zaug, 2000:33)–	  create an organization (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:33). The flows implement 

organizing and constitute organizations by connecting members together, founding limita-

tions, developing procedures, adjusting interaction and positioning the organization in 

relation to a greater area (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). Social structures are produced and 

reproduced, as the flows interconnect and become assets for one another, and these struc-

tures come to have a continuation as an organization (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:33).	  The 

work of McPhee and colleagues show how specific types of communication process are 

essential strengths working to chain interactive events into a social system (Cooren et al., 

2011:1155). 

	  

Figure 2 – McPhee’s 
four flows (McPhee & 
Zaug, 2000) 
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2.2.2	  The	  Montreal	  School	  

In 1987 a new doctoral program – what today is referred to as the Montreal School – was 

initiated at the University of Montreal (Brummans et al., 2014:176). The Montreal School 

focuses on the process of co-orientation that develops as individuals “tune in” to each 

other as they involve in synchronized action (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). Adding that, as 

people engage, actors pull on, and at the same time are drawn upon by, the range of 

agents and figures that partake in organizing (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). The Montreal 

School perspective entails that emphasis is not only on the human agency (i.e., what peo-

ple do and display on communicating), but also on other forms of agency (textual, techno-

logical, etc.), meaning: a diversity of agents (Cooren et al., 2011:1152). 
 

Conversation and text are the two linked indicators of communication in co-orientation 

within in the Montreal School approach (see Taylor, 1999). Where conversation is essen-

tially “situated message exchange”, text is the “constituent”	  upon and through which con-

versations are shaped (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). Conversation can, however, also be 

“portrayed as coordinated activity distributed across communities of practice” (Cooren et 

al., 2011:1155). By shaping the conversations that are relevant to them, text gives the 

organization a “voice”. In the Montreal School approach it is believed that conversation 

and text together form a self-organizing loop, where text is the outcome of the conversa-

tional process, as well as its raw material and main interest (Taylor & Van Every, 

2000:210-211). This means that the element of conversation and the element of text ap-

pear together in constitution. 
	  

Texts, practices and authority relationships distinguishing of organization materialize, 

when the abovementioned text-conversation relations are put on top of each other and are 

drawn upon in allocated positions in the handling of organized interests (Cooren et al., 

2011:1155). A multitude of conversations is compressed into a single abstract representa-

tion of shared identity and purpose by the communicative products. This is essential in 

organizing and guiding collective action, according to the Montreal School approach 

(Cooren et al., 2011:1155). 
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2.2.3	  Luhmann’s	  Theory	  of	  Social	  Systems	  

According to Luhmann’s CCO approach (1995) organizations are systems that construct 

themselves as systems in great measure by differentiating themselves from their settings 

(Cooren et al., 2011:1155). The Luhmannian theory focuses on the existence and mecha-

nisms of self-referential systems. By observing themselves, these systems are, according 

to Luhmann, systems that dynamically generate differences (Brummans et al., 2014:184). 

By the help of these differences, self-referential systems can rebuild or alter their own 

manifestation and scholars can endeavor to detect this self-creating process (Brummans et 

al., 2014:184).	  
 

The essential elements of analysis in the Luhmann approach are the communication 

events –	  outlined in Luhmann’s writing as communication or communications (Cooren et 

al., 2011:1155). Social systems are constituted by communications and communication is 

the sole form of operations that makes social self-referential systems, what they are 

(Schoeneborn, 2011:670). Meaning that to Luhmannian CCO scholars “an organization is 

nothing but a communication system” (Brummans et al., 2014:186).	  
 

Luhmann suggests a certain definition of communication by identifying a three-part selec-

tion process entailing information, utterance and understanding (Luhmann, 1995:140-

142). These are central to system creation and reproduction. First, communication choos-

es something from its setting (referred to as “information”	  by Luhmann), and then decides 

what is to be communicated about it (i.e. Luhmann’s “utterance”) and in the end chooses 

how, what is expressed is going to be comprehended (i.e. the “understanding”	  part of the 

selection process) (Brummans et al., 2014:185). In other words: “communication happens 

when information that has been uttered is understood”	  (Luhmann, 2006:47). The commu-

nication system produces communication, because the center of a mix of the three selec-

tions (i.e. information, utterance and understanding) is provided by the system’s determi-

nation to differentiate itself from its environment (Cooren et al., 2011:1155).	  
 

According to Luhmann, decision communication is essential to an organization’s being 

and capability to move forward (Schoeneborn, 2011:671). To organizations the decision, 

as form of selection, is significant, as it is an occasion that creates separation from the 

environment, as well as self-reference to previous and forthcoming communicative occur-



Charlotte Rex – #Upgrading Grunig & Hunt 

	   21 

rences (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). However, because decisions are complication-

decreasing means that produce vaster complexity for successive organizational manage-

ment, decisions are also contradictory (Cooren et al., 2011:1155). Decisions are character-

ized by their undecidability and defy closure, seeing that rising complexity follows be-

cause decisions present contingency with respect to other prospects of option (Schoeneb-

orn, 2011:672). However, decisional events are essential for the organization in order to 

differentiate the system from its setting as well as to bring it authorization for its continu-

ing existence (Cooren et al., 2011; Schoeneborn, 2011). 
 

2.2.4	  The	  three	  CCO	  approaches	  –	  back	  and	  forth	  

The above-mentioned approaches to the communicative constitution of organizations all 

have one main union, when it comes to organization and that is process (Cooren et al., 

2011:1156). According to Cooren and colleagues (2011) an organization only emerges in 

and from the constant stream of interaction, despite its text-based and longstanding forms 

that might endure beyond conversation (Cooren et al., 2011:1156). Because of their com-

plex conceptions of the communicative process, the three approaches make it difficult to 

make these views generally responsive to the wider organization studies field (Cooren et 

al., 2011:1156). 
 

In the Cooren and colleagues’ (2011) paper, concern is implied about how the above-

mentioned views can drown in complexity, abstract language, and not being able to ex-

press resemblances and contrasts between the perspectives (Cooren et al., 2011:1156). 

However, Cooren and colleagues (2011) claim that for example Luhmann’s approach can 

be significant to scholars, who find vision in advanced network theorizing, since the con-

tinuing necessity to “de-paradoxify” organizational interest associates communicative 

occurrences together in a complicated interaction arrangement (Cooren et al., 2011:1156). 

According to Cooren and colleagues a mutual primacy for CCO scholars should be: “pur-

suing communicative explanations that either reinterpret organizations’ entativity or pro-

vide a clear and compelling process-based alternative” (Cooren et al., 2011:1156). It is, 

however, worth taking into consideration that because François Cooren is from the Uni-

versity of Montréal his opinion and view on the three approaches may be colored by the 

Montreal School approach to CCO. 
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In summary, it is the nature of the research subject that decides, which CCO approach 

should be applied. One complete and perfect CCO approach does not exist (Cooren et al., 

2011:1156). Much like the general notion of what communication is and entails, the con-

cept of communicative constitution of organizations is still discussed and studied to this 

day (see Schoeneborn et al., 2014). 
 

2.3	  CCO	  and	  public	  relations	  

The three different approaches to the communicative constitution of organizations (CCO) 

are joined in the notion that organizations are conjured and preserved in and through 

communicative practices (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:286). Additionally, according to 

PRSA’s definition of public relations, public relations is in general a communication pro-

cess, which happens between an organization and its publics (PRSA, n.d.). According to 

Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models the public relations communication process 

can be defined within to perceptions: symmetric or asymmetric communication and, one-

way or two-way communication. One common denominator between the communicative 

constitution of organizations and public relations (i.e. especially Grunig and Hunts four 

models of public relations) is consequently the idea of communication as a process. In 

order to determine, which of the three CCO approaches that is most appropriate to con-

sider, in regards to a reconceptualization of the Grunig and Hunt public relations models, 

it is necessary to examine how each of the three CCO approaches consider the communi-

cative elements. 
 

The Montreal School approach considers communication as an action, according to 

François Cooren (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:289). Communication within this approach 

specifies that an agent is constantly operating “on behalf of”, “in the name of”, or for 

someone or something else, i.e. the idea of “thirdness” (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:289-

290). However, within the perspective of the Montreal School approach, it is also be-

lieved that communication is not just an action that simply involves human beings 

(Schoeneborn et al., 2014:290). Emotions, ideas, beliefs, values etc. are communicated 

through what people say, write or do (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:290). James R. Taylor – 

another representative of the Montreal School approach – argues, “conversation, thought 

of as interaction through talk and gesture, is the basic mode of communication – its most 
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elementary manifestation” (Taylor, 1999:24). In other words, communication has two 

dimensions: surface (i.e. textual) and site (i.e. conversational) (Ashcraft et al., 2009:20). 

These dimensions are central to understanding, how organizations function, as well as 

how to manage them (Ashcraft et al., 2009:21). 
 

Information, utterance and understanding – as a fusion – conceptualize communication 

according to Luhmann (1995). The individual unit of communication is constituted in 

these three components and Luhmann sees communication as solely a social phenomenon 

(Schoeneborn et al., 2014:290). In contrast to the Montreal School – as well as the 

McPhee’s four flows approach – Luhmann does not conceptualize communication as a 

kind of action. He emphasizes that communication is to be conceptualized as an evolving 

phenomenon that “arises from the interaction between individuals” (Schoeneborn et al., 

2014:290). In the Luhmannian approach, much focus is on a constant creation of commu-

nication, and how the meaning of communication is never stable. The sense of communi-

cation changes with every additional communication and this indeterminacy of meaning 

in each case of communication is what results in a constant making of communication 

(Schoeneborn et al., 2014:291). 
 

As the name indicates, the McPhee approach to CCO underlines that the communicative 

constitution of organizations requires four types of messages – referred to as to as “flows” 

(McPhee & Zaug, 2000:21). McPhee’s four flows approach stresses interaction as the 

dynamic shared positioning to others in a certain context (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:291). 

In this approach, communication is a process of symbolic transtruction, where “transtruc-

tion” means: “the intermediation of each of four basic dimensions of action – significa-

tion, domination, legitimation, and constitution – by the other three dimensions” (Schoe-

neborn et al., 2014:291). However, McPhee and colleagues also emphasize that organiza-

tions are not simply communication, but rather a correlation among distinctive forms of 

analytically separate processes (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:43).  McPhee’s ideas are grounded 

in Giddens’ work (1984), and like other CCO scholars McPhee stresses the significance 

of text. However, according to McPhee, a text does not include everyday events or repre-

sented performances (see McPhee, 2004). The claim by McPhee is that text is to be strict-

ly defined as “a relatively permanently inscribed symbolic formulation” (McPhee, 

2004:365). It differs from other forms of interaction and in the McPhee approach the sig-
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nificance to examine how self-reflexive human agents construct and use texts but are con-

trolled by them as well, is also underlined (Brummans et al., 2014:175). 
 

Unlike McPhee and the structuration theory, the representatives of the Montreal School 

(e.g. Taylor and Van Every, 2000) argue that communication creates control and authori-

zation as well as the fact that these are not simply other modalities through which organi-

zation can arise (Ashcraft et al., 2009:20). The Montreal School claims that organizations 

crowd with a plenum of agencies (see Cooren, 2006) – that is textual, mechanical, archi-

tectural, natural, and human agencies (Ashcraft et al., 2009:20). Only one of the four 

flows in the McPhee approach considers the outside of the organization that is its link to 

the environment in the “institutional positioning” flow. The other three flows focus more 

on communication inside the organization and the McPhee approach generally centers on 

human agency (McPhee & Zaug, 2000:33). In the Luhmannian approach, an organization 

is nothing but a communication system, where no other agents or beings straightforwardly 

or operationally partake in the constitution of the social systems (Brummans et al., 

2014:186). In other words, organizations are agentless and an organizational system has 

communication as the only author (Brummans et al., 2014:186).  
 

As meaning of communication is agentless and authorless in the Luhmannian approach, 

and the McPhee’s Four Flows approach centers on human agency, it would be irrelevant 

to apply any of these approaches to the Grunig and Hunt’s models. As the Montreal 

School highlights multiple kinds of agencies, it may be views as less rigid in its way of 

observing and interpreting organization and its emergence in communication, than the 

two other CCO approaches. Particularly, the combination of human and non-human agen-

cies in the Montreal School approach is an appropriate aspect to consider, when it comes 

to a reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s four public relations models, as public rela-

tions communication can involve both human as well as non-human agents (see Schoe-

neborn et al., 2014). In the communicative constitution of organizations, focus is on how 

organizations emerge from communication. “Organizational” communication can happen 

internally and externally and a public relations practitioner is the person that communi-

cates “on behalf of” an organization, which is a notion that the Montreal School approach 

puts emphasis on (e.g. Cooren, 2010). François Cooren emphasizes that he believes that 

“organizations and society can only relate through their representatives, whether human 
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or non-human” (Schoeneborn et al. 2014:296). When an organization “speaks” it is often 

through an official spokesman or spokeswoman, a press release or a website (i.e. various 

sorts of agencies) and the organization has “the capability to communicate with other sys-

tems in their environment” (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:294). 

3.	  The	  reconceptualization	  of	  Grunig	  and	  Hunt	  

Since James R. Grunig presented the four models of public relations together with Todd 

Hunt, he has attempted to conceptualize his own models in new ways (e.g. Grunig & 

Grunig, 1992; Grunig, 2001; Grunig, 2009). It has resulted in everything from an excel-

lence study of public relations to the idea of a mixed-motive model – a combination of the 

two-way asymmetrical and two-way symmetrical model (see Grunig, 2001). Grunig has 

also commented on the potential of public relations in an age of digitalization, comment-

ing on the shift in public relations in line with the technological revolution (see Grunig, 

2009). In some of his latest publications Grunig has concentrated significantly on the two-

way asymmetrical model, as well as the two-way symmetrical model, and what influence 

these have had within the field of public relations in the past, the present and will have in 

the future (e.g. Grunig, 2001; Grunig, 2009). 
 

Grunig himself has uttered that he regrets using the word symmetry in the name of his 

models of public relations, but emphasizes that it is important that people understand and 

focus on what symmetry stands for, more than the word itself (Grunig, 2001:32). As 

Grunig states “Symmetry means that communicators keep their eyes on a broader profes-

sional perspective of balancing private and public interests” (Grunig, 2001:33). Commu-

nicators in the field of public relations must, according to Grunig, both listen in addition 

to argue (Grunig, 2001:33). This indication from Grunig should be considered when re-

conceptualizing his public relations models. A reconceptualization should move away 

from “asymmetric/ symmetric” and instead retitle the models in a way that adopts the 

views from the communicative constitution of organizations perspective. 
 

3.1	  Grunig	  and	  Hunt	  from	  a	  CCO	  perspective	  

The Montreal School supports the idea that communication has two manifestations: con-

versational and textual form (Taylor, 1999). The organization’s surface is the textual di-
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mension, meaning the repetitive, rather constant and ordinary side of communication and 

the site of organization (i.e. conversational dimension) is the dynamic and developing co-

constructive side of communication (Ashcraft et al., 2009:20). An organization is “real-

ized” and practiced in conversation and recognized and explained through text (Ashcraft 

et al., 2009:20-21). This idea of communication in relation to the constitution of organiza-

tions has been studied in depth by James R. Taylor (1999) and constitutes the frame for 

the reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models. 
 

In his article: “What is “Organizational Communication”? Communication as a Dialogic 

of Text and Conversation” from 1999, James R. Taylor – a representative of the Montreal 

School – presents communication as the intersection of conversation and text and stress 

that he believes that interaction through talk and gesture is the fundamental manifestation 

of communication (Taylor, 1999:24). Taylor has gathered it schematically in a figure (see 

figure 3 – derived from Taylor, 1999:24): 

 

 
As figure 3 shows, the junction of conversation and text contains four elements – two 

frames (circumstances and repertoire) and two forms (textual and conversational). Taylor 

states: “conversation is invariably associated with specific circumstances of time, place, 

occasion, identity of the participants, history and purpose” (Taylor, 1999:25). Although it 

is subject to change in the course of the conversation, circumstances are the continual 

frame of the interaction (Taylor, 1999:25). Additionally, in order for a conversation to 

progress relatively efficiently, the participants are compelled to respect some simple rules 

of procedure (Taylor, 1999:25). The conversational form is the general correlational se-

quencing limitation that must be gratified (Taylor, 1999:25). However, Taylor underlines, 

Figure 3 – communication as 
the intersection of conversa-
tion and text 
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that: “Neither circumstances nor form is itself conversation, yet together they supply the 

parameters of the field within which it will take place – its where, when, how and why” 

(Taylor, 1999:25). 

 
At the horizontal axis of Taylor’s figure, we find text – the orthogonal dimension to con-

versation – and like with conversation it is again a necessity to distinguish between frame 

and form (Taylor, 1999:26). Taylor (1999) argues that 
 

Every participant in the conversation arrives there with a reper-

toire of textual elements, as a result of learning to speak his or her 

own language – a conceptual scaffolding made up of words, 

phrases, turns of speech, metaphors, anecdotes, all of which are 

there because of the distillation, stored in language in the memory 

of participants, of their personal and collective history of previous 

interactions. (p. 26). 
 

The abovementioned stays for the extent of the conversation, a rather continuous resource 

for the making of talk, according to Taylor (1999:26). Speech is otherwise incomprehen-

sible, if the speaker does not follow the rules of syntax and semantics – subjects which are 

more commonly studied by linguists or literature students, i.e. the textual form (Taylor, 

1999:26). The repertoire and the textual form is what language supplies, and only when it 

overlaps with the form and frame of conversation, does language become speech and ac-

cordingly made communicative (Taylor, 1999:26). Taylor argues – referring to views by 

Derrida (1988)– “language is an all-purpose system, whose elements are used over and 

over (“iteratively”) in a multitude of different circumstances” (Taylor, 1999:28). 
 

Furthermore, the intersection of conversation and text can be considered as double trans-

lations, meaning that the starting point of the analysis can be either the study of conversa-

tion or the study of text, and then the opposite dimension is made secondary (Taylor, 

1996, 1999). As Taylor and Van Every (2000) highlights it 
 

Text is the product of conversational process, but also 

its raw material and principal preoccupation. Together, 
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then, conversation and text form a self-organizing loop 

(p. 210-211) 
 

Taylor (1999) argues that text still works as text, even when it has been deprived of the 

original intention of its author, and exemplifies it with how wedding vows are still wed-

ding vows, no matter when, where, how and why. Language is a collective property, 

whereas speech is definite to speakers in context (Taylor, 1999:30). 
 

“Decoding” the aforementioned concepts of text and conversation from the Montreal 

School to the public relations models by Grunig and Hunt, first includes an understanding 

of, in what way each of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models “speaks on behalf of” 

the organization. In the public relations models by Grunig and Hunt where communica-

tion is one-way (i.e. press agentry/publicity model and Public information model) – in the 

light of the concepts of text and conversation – much focus is on the textual representa-

tion of the organization. In other words, a press agent simply wants to sell products or 

services in the press agentry model, and the “In-house journalist” simply distributes in-

formation about the organization in the form of press releases and so on in the public in-

formation model (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:21-22). In the two-way models – asymmetric and 

symmetric – the organization understands that there is a need to get into the mind of the 

audience. However, where in the symmetric model it is clear that mutual understanding 

(i.e. creating a conversation with publics) is important, in the asymmetric model it is more 

essential to communicate in a way that generates the most effective reaction, than to actu-

ally listen (see Grunig & Hunt, 1984). 
 

In sum, the above concepts by Taylor (1999) of what happens at the intersection of text 

and conversation, when it comes to communication and organizations, creates the theoret-

ical framework within the CCO perspective for the reconceptualization of Grunig and 

Hunt’s public relations models. Because of the two manifestations in this approach and 

what these entail and mean to communication, the reconceptualization will attend to text 

and conversation and what this means in a public relations perspective, i.e. especially 

when it comes to communication between an organization and its publics. Meaning, when 

is there emphasis on a textual representation of the organization and when is there empha-

sis on creating conversations with the environment of the organization. 
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3.2	  The	  reconceptualized	  models	  

In the reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models, it is requisite to 

rename the manifestations and move away from one-way and two-way (i.e. communica-

tion), as emphasized earlier with comments from Grunig (2009). Within the idea of public 

relations, an organization communicates with its publics (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22). An 

example of a communication that aims at persuading the publics, is an organization send-

ing out press releases which is a textual form of a “speech” (i.e. a monologue), the goal of 

which is to persuade and manipulate, as know from Grunig and Hunt. An example of a 

communication that aims at establishing a dialogue with the publics, is an organization 

that asks a question on twitter about what they (i.e. the publics) think of the latest product, 

and thereby the organization enters into a dialogue - it interacts and creates a conversation 

with the users on Twitter (i.e. stakeholders and publics of the organization) – the goal of 

which is to create mutual understanding, as known from Grunig and Hunt. These exam-

ples emphasize what in the reconceptualized models will be referred to as monologue and 

dialogue.  
 

Next question to consider is the content of the dialogue or monologue – that is whether 

what is communicated is well considered or not. The goal of what is communicated by 

the organization (i.e. by the public relations people), contemplates how the content is. In 

the reconceptualized models this is referred to as balanced and unbalanced content. As it 

is acknowledged from Taylor (1999) the speaker communicates based on his or hers rep-

ertoire of textual elements as well as his or hers understanding of the circumstances under 

which the communication takes place. In the sense of organizational communication, this 

can include pre-established understanding of the “receiver” (i.e. publics, stakeholders, 

etc.). This understanding implies to have a balanced approach to the communication in 

the light of reconceptualizing Grunig and Hunt. An unbalanced approach indicates that 

the content is merely to persuade. A persuasive intention is an element which is stressed 

by Grunig and Hunt, and which in the light of the reconceptualization is still relevant to 

consider. In other words, that what the organization’s environment thinks, believes, says, 

or does etc. is not relevant to the organization, when the content is unbalanced. Here the 

organization merely focuses on shaping the conversation in the light of its own modes of 

understanding. 
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A last thing to consider – in regards to the reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s pub-

lic relations models – is the idea of text and conversation as a self-organizing loop (Coor-

en et al., 2011:1155). Hereby is understood the indication that conversation can be medi-

ated by text and vice versa. This concept suggests that a reconceptualization of the models 

includes creating a connection between the models, which means that an (un)balanced 

monologue (i.e. “text”) can give rise to an (un)balanced dialogue and the other way 

around. In the reconceptualized models (see Figure 4) this connection between text and 

conversation is explained and visualized with arrows going to and from the monologue 

and dialogue indexes. 

 
The below figure gathers the different elements, described above, and reconceptualizes 

the Grunig and Hunt public relations models (See Figure 4): 

 
Much like the original public relations models by Grunig and Hunt the reconceptualized 

models are based on two manifestations: balanced/unbalanced and monologue/dialogue. 

Each end of the horizontal line of the figure indicates, whether conversation is occurring 

or not. On the left is the monologue (i.e. no conversation), and at the other end it is then 

named dialogue (i.e. conversation). This manifestation is given its title according to the 

conception that a conversation is a dialogue, where a spoken or written conversational 

exchange between two or more people takes place (Hornby, 2005:355). The opposite of a 

dialogue is a monologue and fits the notion of communication being one-way (Hornby, 

2005:989). At each end of the vertical line is indicated if the content of the communica-

Figure 4 – The reconcep-
tualized public relations 
models 
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tion is balanced or unbalanced. This manifestation is given its title with inspiration from 

Grunig’s explanation on symmetry and what the meaning of it was intended as in his orig-

inal public relations models (see Grunig, 2001). Each of the reconceptualized public rela-

tions models can be describes in detail as follows. 
 

3.2.1	  Unbalanced	  Monologue	  

From a CCO perspective, an unbalanced monologue model is simply an organization 

“talking out” (i.e. what James R. Taylor refers to that takes place at the intersection be-

tween conversation and text (see figure 3)). What is being talked out is merely an “organ-

izational speech” with the organization’s own circumstances and repertoire in mind, ig-

noring what the environment thinks or feels etc. Here the organization focuses on convey-

ing, what is important to the organization to express and for instance simply concentrates 

on persuading its publics to buy the products or services, which the organization has to 

offer. In the light of Taylor’s notion on text and conversation, organizations following this 

model may not have many people listening, only if the listeners speak exactly the same 

language as the organization. Meaning, only those who understand the communicational 

manifestations under which the organization is communicating, i.e. for instance its where, 

when, how and why, will pay attention in this model. On popular social media platforms, 

like Twitter, this model would translate into for example “textual speeches” (e.g. tweets 

only containing text). In short, this model is for organizations that generally have its own 

interests at heart and talk, when it wants to talk. The unbalanced monologue is the recon-

ceptualized version of Grunig and Hunt’s press agentry/publicity model. 

3.2.2	  Unbalanced	  Dialogue	  

In this model, there is an acknowledgement of a dialogue, yet the balance is unequal and 

with the organization in mind at all times. An organization might recognize that its pub-

lics has a mind of its own, however the purpose is somewhat still to persuade. In the light 

of CCO this indicates that interaction will take place, but it may only be the very mini-

mum of a conversation. This might be, for instance, where an organization is “talking 

out”, a receiver (e.g. customer) listens and answers (i.e. engage in dialogue) with a ques-

tion and the organization responds. However, the reply from the organization is by giving 

a “standardized” answer. With “standardized” is meant the kind of message that common-

ly involves, acknowledging the message, answering it and ending with a formal goodbye 
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(e.g. “Dear …. Thank you for your question. We are sorry to hear…”). The organization 

hereby shows that it is listening, but only when relevant to the organization. The conver-

sation can, however, be longer than that, but in this model it will be continuously unbal-

anced, as the organization continues to communicate in its own favor. Hence, the conver-

sation happens because the organization is aware of for example why, when, where and 

how it wants to interact, as explained by Taylor (1999). The unbalanced dialogue model is 

a reconceptualized form of Grunig and Hunt’s two-way asymmetric model. 

3.2.3	  Balanced	  monologue	  

Unlike the unbalanced monologue, accuracy in what is communicated is significant in the 

balanced monologue model. However, when the message is constituted, information 

about the audience is not particularly vital, as in this model an organization is focusing on 

its own repertoire etc. The organization has something it wishes to tell the world about, 

but the communication is a one-way informational “speech”. With this model there is an 

understanding of how to balance the circumstances, repertoire, conversational form and 

textual form – known from Taylor’s view on organizations’ communicative constitution 

(1999)– in order to “talk out” more accurately. In this model, by simply communicating 

balanced, is what will make the people in the other end listen to what the organization is 

uttering. Meaning, the key is to create a “speech” (i.e. monologue) that is a truthful repre-

sentation of the organization. An example from the real world could be, when a govern-

ment agency sends out its newest press release informing about for instance sustainability. 

This model is a reconceptualized version of the Public Information model from Grunig 

and Hunt. 

3.2.4	  Balanced	  Dialogue	  

The balanced dialogue, as the name indicates, is a model where an organization under-

stands how to “talk out” within the textual and conversational frames and forms from 

Taylor’s views (1999), which make its environments and its publics want to pay attention 

and acknowledge the organization. There is an acknowledgement of mutual understand-

ing, as the organization is willing to negotiate, seeing that the preferred conversation is of 

mutually beneficial kind. In other words, the organization is communicating to negotiate. 

In this model there is an understanding of balancing the interest of the organization and its 

publics – organizations are listening and arguing.  
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In the light of CCO, the balanced dialogue model understands the necessity to assure the 

surface and site, which constitutes the organization (Ashcraft et al., 2009:21). This can be 

by sending a message, which can lead to conversation (e.g. in the form of a question to 

the audience). For organizations using this model, it is vital to take advantage of the re-

sponses, which the environment sends to the organization. In this way, it helps to secure 

mutual respect and that the conversation will continue. The organization thereby ensures 

its existence and that its communication remains relevant. The balanced dialogue model 

is a reconceptualized version of the two-way symmetrical public relations model from 

Grunig and Hunt. 
 

Four reconceptualized versions of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models have now 

been established with the goal of creating a theoretical backdrop, which previous studies 

have been lacking. Overall and, as Grunig would argue, at the center of public relations 

communication is still, where public relations practitioners understand that there is a dif-

ferent worldview listening in the other end (see Grunig, 2009). Grunig and Hunt’s be-

lieves, thoughts and in the end public relations models have been put in new light, so to 

create a theoretical framework that offers ways to examine and look at public relations 

communication and what this requires in modern times. Next step is to move to an empir-

ical level and illustrate the established theoretical setting in practice, but first it is neces-

sary to determine the operational measures. 
 

3.3	  Establishing	  the	  operational	  measures	  

According to François Cooren – a representative of the Montreal School – one of the most 

suitable ways to study the concept of CCO is by video shadowing. Cooren states “it is the 

only way I know that allows me to access as faithfully as possible what happens on the 

terra firma of interaction” (Schoeneborn et al., 2014: 301). By video recording a meeting, 

he not only observes a meeting between the two people that are present, but also between 

the companies, which these representatives talk on behalf of (Schoeneborn et al., 

2014:301). Here it possible to examine, when and if the representative switches between 

talking on behalf of the organization and talking on his or her own behalf, which can hap-

pen during a conversation (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:301). As previously established, it is 

in conversation that the organization is achieved (Ashcraft et al., 2009:21). In sum, this 
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methodology suggested by Cooren amplifies the importance of recognizing the details in 

communication, but focus is here on the human-to-human interaction – a “physical” con-

versation (see Schoeneborn et al., 2014). Nevertheless, it is also argued that it is through 

texts that organizations are recognized (see Schoeneborn et al., 2014), something that is 

relevant to consider in regards to the field of public relations. Public relations people 

work with communication to and from its publics (see Grunig & Hunt, 1984) and organi-

zations communicate either via non-humans (e.g. press releases) or humans (e.g. spokes-

person) (see Cooren et al., 2011). In other words, in a “textual” sense there are also ele-

ments, which are worth considering and studying and that can empirically illustrate the 

concepts of the four “new” (i.e. reconceptualized) public relations models: unbalanced 

monologue, unbalanced dialogue, balanced monologue and balanced dialogue. 
 

Social media platforms are increasingly becoming important elements in an organiza-

tion’s communication with its publics, and on these platforms an organization sends tex-

tual messages to its publics (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). Organizations have the possibility 

to both simply be recognized through texts (i.e. text messages) as wells as engage in con-

versation with environments on social media, something that is significant in regards to 

the concept of CCO. Within the field of public relations, it is increasingly recognized that 

Internet technologies, such as social media, can be vehicles for relationship building (see 

Saffer et al., 2013). Twitter is one of the most popular social media platforms and in pre-

vious research focus has been on the engaging and dialogic elements of organizations 

communicating with publics through this social media channel (e.g. Lovejoy et al., 2012; 

Rybalko & Seltzer, 2010). For the reason among others that previous studies also have 

focused much on dialogic communication on Twitter, in addition to Twitter being the 

leading within social media platforms, this thesis uses it to empirically illustrate the re-

conceptualization, i.e. by examining public relations communication on Twitter from 

some of the largest companies in the US. 
 

3.3.1	  Studying	  data	  on	  Twitter	  	  

In an article on stakeholder engagement, Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) look into non-

profit organizations’ use of Twitter and how they are able to communicate with their 

stakeholders in 140 characters or less. In the article Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) argue 
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that Twitter is one of the most used social media platforms in official public relations, 

marketing and advertising. Twitter was launched in 2006 and is a micro-blogging plat-

form, where users can broadcast real-time messages and express what they have on their 

minds (Lovejoy et al., 2012:313). However, there is a limitation of maximum 140 charac-

ters per message. Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) continue by stating that Twitter is a plat-

form that is particularly popular for its ability to reach a large number of stakeholders by 

emphasizing that 
 

Social media sites allow for the rapid dissemination of in-

formation as well as the rapid exchange of information. Twit-

ter amplifies the rapidity of the information exchange by lim-

iting the size of the messages to easily digestible information 

pieces (p. 313) 
 

From a research perspective, Twitter can be considered a modern and significant platform 

from where data can be obtained and which creates the prospect of validly capturing theo-

retical concepts. Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) examined different Twitter related com-

munication tools in their article and the relevance of these tools for the empirical 

knowledge will be discussed further in the next sections. 

3.3.1.1	  Communication	  tools	  and	  tweet	  frequency	  

On Twitter tweets are an organization’s main communication tool (Lovejoy et al., 

2012:314). However, there are other features, particular to Twitter, which can assist in 

communication and organizational research. On Twitter the pound sign (#), referred to as 

hashtag, represents topics. In other words, a hashtag indicates that a message is relevant 

to a specific issue and simplifies the search for information (Lovejoy et al, 2012:314). 

Lovejoy and colleagues stress that 
 

hashtags works best when they have been established and 

agreed upon, which usually happens when an organization 

recommends a specific hashtag to be used by those interested 

in an event or conversation (p. 314) 
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Implying, that in order to establish in what way hashtags are used, one must examine the 

use of hashtags closer. If for example, when clicking on the hashtag on Twitter, and it 

shows that this hashtag has been used more than 5 millions times, it suggests that the 

hashtag is a hashtag that has been used before and that the organization has not “invent-

ed” it for the purpose of creating a dialogue with its publics. It merely indicates that is 

there, only to be used and when users search for this hashtag (i.e. topic), this organiza-

tion’s tweet will then appear. 
 

Use of the “@” symbol on Twitter makes it possible to direct the communication to spe-

cific users (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). Meaning that, a message is directed to the user, 

which has the username that is placed before the @. The @, together with retweets, are 

tools to generate a dialogue between organizations and their followers on Twitter 

(Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). Retweets, referred to as RT, allows one user to retweet another 

user’s tweet and thereby acknowledges this user’s message. Lovejoy and colleagues stress 

that this function allows an organization to share information that it finds relevant and 

emphasize involvement with other organizations (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). In the light of 

CCO and the reconceptualized Grunig and Hunt models, the occurrence of retweets and 

@ in an organization’s Twitter feed is that, which distinguishes the dialogue from the 

monologue models. Yet, this alone does not tell us, whether it then is a balanced or un-

balanced dialogue. 

 

A last communication tool to consider in regards to organizational communication on 

Twitter is hyperlinks. This function allows organizations to link to non-Twitter websites, 

and thereby share information, which is more than 140 characters long (Lovejoy et al., 

2012:315). Here followers are encouraged to move attention away from Twitter and to-

wards for example the corporate website for more information. This function also allows 

the organization to move attention to more “measurable” platforms (e.g. measure number 

of clicks on link, visitors on site etc.) (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). By linking to more in-

formation, the followers are offered more accurate information, which is relevant in re-

gards to the balanced monologue model. 
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Moreover, how frequently an organization tweets on Twitter is another feature, which is 

worth considering in regards to organizations on Twitter. An organization’s activity level 

on Twitter is indicated by how often tweets are sent out (Lovejoy et al., 2012:315). Ac-

cording to Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) organizations risk vanishing among other mes-

sages in the followers’ Twitter feeds, if the organization sends out too few messages, 

while sending too many tweets may clutter the users’ Twitter feeds. Furthermore, 

Lovejoy and colleagues underline that it is anticipated by followers that organizations are 

more active than individual users on Twitter (Lovejoy et al., 2012:315). Frequently tweet-

ing reflects an organization’s interest in ongoing communication and by frequently tweet-

ing should keep users interested in following the organization’s Twitter feed (Rybalko & 

Seltzer, 2010:339). If an organization has tweeted within the last 24 hours of when the 

profile is accessed, it can be considered as frequent tweeting (Rybalko & Seltzer, 

2010:339). It is what the content of the tweets, however, that distinctively indicates 

whether it is a monologue or a dialogue and distinguishes whether it is balanced or un-

balanced communication. Hence, the principle of tweet frequency alone does not deter-

mine, which of the reconceptualized models is at play. 
 

3.3.1.2	  Twitter	  profiles,	  dialogic	  loop	  and	  linking	  to	  more	  information	  

In their article on dialogic communication Svetlana Rybalko and Trent Seltzer (2010) 

stress that organizations have the opportunity to already in their Twitter profiles to indi-

cate, who is communicating on behalf of the organization, link to more information etc. 

and thereby engage with their stakeholders on Twitter (Rybalko & Seltzer, 2010:339). 

This indicates that the Twitter profiles of the organizations are also relevant to consider, 

as it helps to identify, whether the organization is focusing on dialogue or monologue 

already in its profile information. By clearly stating who is tweeting “on behalf of” the 

organization, the organization indicates a balanced interaction and adds an individual 

representation to its Twitter profile, something that overall conform to the concept of 

CCO (see Cooren et al., 2014). This principle is particularly relevant to the balanced dia-

logue model, as it implies that the impression that the conversation is person-to-person 

and that the organization and its followers are on the same level. 
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Additionally, Rybalko & Seltzer (2010) operationalize a dialogic loop principle, meaning 
 

whether the company engages in discussion with stakehold-

ers by posing a question on Twitter to stimulate dialogue or 

by engaging in a dialogic opportunity by responding directly 

to a question or comment posted by another user (p. 338) 
 

This thesis seeks to operationalize this principle as well, as it helps determine, whether 

the message (i.e. communication) is monologue or dialogue, in addition to whether it then 

is balanced or unbalanced. As an example, it would be considered a balanced dialogue if 

tweets that begins with @ and have a question mark in it, as the @ directs the message to 

the user, and the question mark is an indication of posing a question and thereby stimu-

lates a dialogue. 
 

Another factor, which is worth considering as well from the article by Lovejoy and col-

leagues (2012), is an organizations’ responsiveness. It is here argued that the companies 

with tweets, which do not pose or respond to a question, indicate that they are not respon-

sive (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). This thesis examines the responsiveness principle as to 

determine whether an organization is monologue or dialogue in its use of Twitter. If none 

of the tweets pose or respond to a question, the organization is monologue. This alone will 

not, however, tell us whether it is done balanced or unbalanced. An organization that for 

example has tweets, which responds a user (i.e. starts with @), but no tweets that poses a 

question, this indicates a unbalanced dialogue, as it shows that the organization responds, 

but does not engage in further dialogue. 
 

Organizations can encourage users to return by linking to their company’s site for more 

information, links to upcoming events and link to FAQ on company website and discus-

sion forums. A principle referred to as generation of return visits in Rybalko and Seltzer 

article (2010:338). However, it could be argued that using the hyperlink as a communica-

tion tool to link to company websites, press releases, more information about the compa-

ny, FAQ and so on, it is not perceived as an encouragement to create conversation and 

build a relationship with users. Rather it is simply a principle of linking to more infor-

mation. If organizations only share tweets with links to company sites for more infor-
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mation, the organization is not engaging in dialogue, but simply sharing information that 

is important for the organization to share (i.e. in the light of CCO this means to simply be 

“talking out”). The principle of linking to more information suggests that the organization 

is working within the concept of balanced monologue, as the link extends the text beyond 

the 140 characters and thereby ensures truthfulness in what the organization is saying. 
 

Overall, the abovementioned can help shape an understanding of which of the reconcep-

tualized models, organizations are using on Twitter. By examining the occurrence or ab-

sence of these features in organizations’ tweets, it can be determined which model is at 

work. However, all features and tools are not significant to all four models. For instance a 

Twitter profile, without retweets or use of @, will indicate that the organization behind 

the profile does not see engagement with its publics as a priority (i.e. a monologue). It 

does not suggest, however, if the balanced or unbalanced monologue model is at work. In 

other words, it is necessary to examine more than one aspect in order to determine, which 

model is used. 
 

The most crucial questions to examine when determining communication strategies with-

in the reconceptualization framework, is: “Where do we see text?” and “Where do we see 

conversation?”. In terms of communication on Twitter the question is how to ascertain if 

the communication is monologue or dialogue. Based on the above, what clearly separates 

the monologue from the dialogue is the dialogic loop principle. By posing and responding 

to users’ questions (i.e. @ and ? in tweets), interaction is offered. However, in order to 

subsequently determine whether the interaction is balanced or unbalanced, one would 

need to examine for indication of whether the organization is listening. For instance, by 

posing questions in the @-response tweets, an interest in this user is shown and the organ-

ization thereby offers a chance for the conversation to continue. 

3.3.2	  Unbalanced	  monologue	  on	  Twitter	  

As stated above, indications of no conversation is the absence of retweets and @, as these 

are two tools that are typically used on Twitter, when wanting to engage with stakehold-

ers and in the unbalanced monologue model creating a dialogue with stakeholders is not 

prioritized. In the light of CCO, the unbalanced monologue model implies that tweets are 

merely a textual representation of the organization and that the messages’ content only 
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scratches the surface of the organization. Here the organization is centered on explaining 

itself through text rather than realizing itself in conversation. This indicates that unbal-

anced monologue tweets are tweets only containing text. Additionally, tweets containing 

text and one hashtag or two and more already established hashtags (i.e. hashtags that have 

already been used on Twitter many times before) indicate an unbalanced monologue, as 

the hashtags are present, just to be used. Lastly, tweets containing text, a question mark 

and a hyperlink to for instance an online shop fit the unbalanced monologue as well, as it 

argues the persuasive nature of this model. 

3.3.3	  Unbalanced	  dialogue	  on	  Twitter	  

In this model, the organization wishes to talk to its followers, but only in a way that is 

most advantageous to the organization. Neither the Twitter profile nor the tweets with @ 

indicate, who are tweeting “on behalf of” the organization and this suggests an imperson-

al and unequal dialogue. Despite the dialogic nature of this model, it is not more than the 

very minimum of a conversation, which occur in the unbalanced dialogue tweets. By the 

very minimum of conversation is meant, tweets with @ responding to a specific user, but 

no question is posed (i.e. the tweet only contains @ and text – no question mark). The 

conversation ends there. In short, unbalanced dialogue tweets are @-tweets with “stand-

ardized” responses. However, unbalanced dialogue tweets with @ can also contain a hy-

perlink (i.e. links that directs the user to the site that answers the question like for instance 

customer service). Retweets are used in this model as “inbound” retweets, which means 

that it is for example when an organization acknowledges the CEO of the company and 

what this person has tweeted about the company. Lastly, tweets containing @ and # are 

also part of the unbalanced dialogue mode, as in this way the organization can answer an 

user with the @ and then direct the user to for example previous answers with a # that 

refers to the topic, which is relevant in regards to the user’s question. 

3.3.4	  Balanced	  monologue	  on	  Twitter	  

With this model, the precondition is a perspective of truthfulness in what is being com-

municated. Balanced monologue tweets are tweets containing only text and hyperlinks to 

more information (e.g. link to press release on corporate website). The hyperlink extends 

the tweet beyond the 140 characters and thereby ensures that the organization accurately 

can explain itself in depth. Moreover, balanced monologue tweets are tweets with text, a 
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hashtag and a hyperlink, meaning that tweets containing these communication tools, not 

only extend the message beyond the Twitter platform, but also becomes part of a topic on 

Twitter by using the hashtag and make the search for more information easier. For exam-

ple, this could be a tweet containing #CSR (i.e. corporate social responsibility) and a hy-

perlink to the corporate website, which explains this organization’s CSR initiatives. 

Moreover, tweets containing @, hashtag and a hyperlink fit the concept of the balanced 

monologue model as well, as the @ acknowledges another user (e.g. a collaboration with 

another organization), the hashtag refers to what the topic it is about and the hyperlink 

offers link to more information, and thereby secure accuracy in what is being said. In 

combination with hashtag and hyperlink, the @ is not used with dialogic purpose, it is 

rather used as a tool to insure accuracy in what is being communicated as well as who it is 

being shared with. 
 

In the light of CCO, this model shows how organizations are explained through text, as 

accurately as possible within 140 characters. Communication tools like hyperlinks as well 

as hashtags are tools that are used to offers more information and move the communica-

tion beyond Twitter and assure reliability in what is communicated (i.e. “talked out”). 

Overall, balanced monologue tweets are to be seen as informational representations of an 

organization in the light of the reconceptualization and these communication tools help 

guarantee this. 

3.3.5	  Balanced	  dialogue	  on	  Twitter	  	  

As opposed to the unbalanced dialogue model, conversations in the balanced dialogue 

model are longer than simply back and forth. This model is for organizations that wish to 

engage in conversation and answer the questions users have and build a relationship with 

stakeholders and the environment of the organization in general. There is more “personal-

ity” in the balanced dialogue model and this is for example demonstrated by indicating 

who is tweeting “on behalf of” the organization in the Twitter profile and/or in the end of 

tweets with @ and for instance tweets with @ and a question mark, which tells the user, 

who that they are talking to. When it comes to creating a conversation, it is posing ques-

tions in the @-tweets that clearly separates this model from the other three reconceptual-

ized models. This was earlier referred to, as a dialogic loop and an organization’s respon-

siveness (see Lovejoy et al., 2012; Rybalko & Seltzer, 2010). Moreover, tweets that ad-
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dress questions to the audience – without the @ – are relevant in the balanced dialogue 

model, as this too can be used to create interaction. In addition to, organizations visibly 

indicating who is tweeting for the organization in the tweets. 
 

As the goal of the balanced dialogue model is to engage in a conversation that is equal-

ized, this can be achieved by using tweets with text, a question mark and a hashtag. These 

are hashtags that are specifically created by the organization, in order to create a conver-

sation around the topic, which these hashtags represent. Furthermore, tweets with text, @, 

question mark and hyperlink as well as tweets with question mark, hashtag and hyperlink 

are two other ways of creating a conversation, either by posing a question to a user and 

offering to continue the conversation in the link or by posing a question within a specific 

topic (i.e. indicated with the hashtag) and offering to continue the conversation elsewhere 

(i.e. indicated with a hyperlink). Lastly, tweets containing text and either @, a question 

mark and hashtag or @, hashtag, question mark and hyperlink are two additional ways of 

indicating a balanced dialogue, as these kinds of tweets direct the conversation (i.e. a 

question indicated with a question mark) towards a topic and someone with the hashtag 

and @. However, by adding a hyperlink the conversation can continue elsewhere (e.g. in 

a discussion community).  
 

The combinations of Twitter communication tools in the balanced dialogue tweets show 

an understanding of arguing as well as listening. For instance tweets containing both @ 

and question mark indicate that the organization wants to continue the conversation and in 

the light of the communicative constitution of organizations, the organization thereby 

understands to realize itself in conversation (Ashcraft et al. 2009:20). 
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In sum, the combinations of communication tools can be distributed and applied as fol-

lows: 

 
Unbalanced Monologue 

- Tweets with only text 
- Tweets with one hashtag 
- Tweets with two or more hashtags 
-‐ Tweets posing a question and has 

a hyperlink 

 
Unbalanced Dialogue 

-‐ Retweets 
-‐ Tweets with @ 
-‐ Tweets with @ and #  
- Tweets with @ and hyperlink  

 
Balanced Monologue 

- Tweets with hyperlink  
- Tweets with # and hyperlink  
- Tweets with @, # and hyperlink 

 

 
Balanced Dialogue 

-‐ Tweets with @ and ?  
-‐ Tweets with @, ? and hyperlink 
-‐ Tweets with ?, # and hyperlink 
-‐ Tweets with @, ? and # 
-‐ Tweets with ? (posing a question) 
-‐ Tweets with ? and #  
-‐ Tweets with @, #, ? and hyperlink 

	  

4.	  Empirical	  illustrations	  	  

Since the amount of data (i.e. tweets) that is generated by companies with a presence on 

Twitter each day is considerable, the theoretical concepts of this master thesis are there-

fore empirically illustrated on a sample of tweets from the Top 50 of the U.S. Fortune 500 

companies’ Twitter profiles (i.e. based on the ranking from the 2013 list (Fortune, 2013)). 
 

In the following, the research data is described and the basic descriptive statistics of the 

data is summarized before moving on to the conceptual illustrations, which is presented at 

the end of this section. 
 

4.1	  Data	  description	  	  

The initial research sample was provided by the master thesis supervisor and was a da-

taset of 108K+ tweets from Top 50 companies on the 2013 listing of the Fortune 500 
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companies. Of the top 50 Fortune 500 companies, 44 had Twitter accounts (appendix 3). 

The tweets were downloaded into a database (i.e. R and RStudio1) and sorted, which re-

sulted in a finale data set of 103.006 tweets. The tweets were then categorized according 

to company and number of tweets. Based on the operationalization, the tweets were sorted 

according to what they contained and how the tools were combined, i.e. whether they 

contained hashtags, hyperlinks, @, ? and so on. Additionally, at the bottom was added a 

“sum” field for each of the categories to help determine each category’s percentage of the 

total amount of tweets featured in the sample. Furthermore, three means-columns were 

added to show the average use of @, hyperlinks and hashtags in all the tweets, in addition 

to showing how often they were used in each company’s tweets. Appendix 1 shows an 

overview of the data pertaining to each company and which of the tools the tweets en-

tailed. To clarify the titles of the columns in the overview, the following applies: total 

amount of tweets = “tweetCount”, number of retweets = “RTCount”, hashtags = “hash”, 

“hashtag”, question mark = “?”, “quest”, hyperlinks = “URL”, @ = “AT”, “at” and tweets 

only containing text = “noURLhashorAT”. 
 

Lastly, appendix 2 gives an overview of how the categories allocated to each reconceptu-

alized model are separated according to company, both in number of tweets as well as 

percentage of model. At the bottom of this overview is the sum of how the overall tweets 

are allocated to each model, also both in tweets and percentage. To clarify titles in this 

appendix, the following applies: Unbalanced monologue tweets = “UBMono”, percentage 

of Unbalanced Monologue = “UBMonoPercent”, Balanced monologue tweets = 

“BMono”, Percentage of Balanced Monologue = “BMonoPercent”, Ubalanced dialogue 

tweets = “UBDiag”, Percentage of Ubalanced dialogue = “UBDiagPercent”, Balanced 

dialogue tweets = “BDiag” and percentage of Balanced dialogue = BDiagPercent. 
 

4.2	  Basic	  descriptive	  statistics	  

The companies in the sample equaled 44 organizations working within 15 different indus-

tries. Of the 44 Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample, 22.72 % operates within 

the Banking and Financial services industry, 18.18 % in Pharmaceuticals and Healthcare, 

11.36 % in Retail, 9.09 % in Oil and Gas, 6.81 % in Computer and IT, 4.54 % in Automo-

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 R is statistics system – a language and environment for statistical computing and graphics – and RStudio 
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tive, 4.54 % in Insurance, 4.54 % in Telecommunication and Mass Media and two were 

Multi-industry companies. Moreover, there were one (2.27 %) in Aerospace and Defense 

industry, one in e-Commerce, one in Beverages and Chips, one in Food processing and 

commodities and one company was in the Heavy equipment industry. 

4.2.1	  Twitter	  profiles	  

An outline of the companies with number of followers, overall number of tweets and 

“about”-text is listed in appendix 3. Of the 44 companies, only 9.09 % (i.e. four compa-

nies) indicated who is tweeting “on behalf of” the organization in their profile. This sug-

gests that only few of the companies understand the value of individual representation and 

how this can help stimulate dialogue. By clearly indicating who is tweeting on behalf of 

the organization, the organization gives the users a voice and “face” to relate to. 
  
However, 15.9 % of the companies encourage the users to continue the conversation (i.e. 

dialogue) either with link to other social media sites or a company-established hashtag. 

Most interestingly, 22.72 % of the companies ask the users to move support or customer 

service-related questions elsewhere – either with a @, hyperlink or email address in the 

Twitter profile “about” text. This show indication of unbalanced dialogue, as it suggests 

that the company understands that the users have questions, but quickly directs these 

questions away and thereby “closes” the dialogue on Twitter here, before it even really 

had begun. 

4.2.2	  Tweets	  and	  retweets	  

The average number of tweets per organization featured in the sample is 2341.04 tweets. 

84 % of the profiles had posted new tweets within the 24h of when the profile was ac-

cessed, indicating that almost all of the companies frequently tweet and thereby are active 

on Twitter (see appendix 3). Frequently tweeting is something that helps the organization 

stay interesting. However, it should be considered that in the sample, the total amount of 

tweets for each organization ranged from as low as 7 to as high as 3200. 
 

Only 1.7 % of the sampled tweets consisted of only text and of the 44 Fortune 500 com-

panies only two companies had never sent this kind of tweet. The majority of the sampled 

tweets contained at least one of the above presented communication tools or a combina-

tion of them. However, despite the low overall number of tweets consisting of only text, 
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the majority of the Fortune 500 companies have sent tweets containing only text, which 

somewhat indicates that sometimes companies send tweets only containing text simply to 

“talk out” – but rarely. 
 

Of the 103.006 tweets 12.64 % of the tweets were retweets and 50 % of the Fortune 500 

companies had retweeted within 24 hours of when the profile was accessed. Only one of 

the 44 Fortune 500 companies in the sample did not retweet at all, which indicates that 

retweets are considered and used by almost all the companies. However, the number of 

retweets among the companies in the sample varied from 1534 retweets as the highest to a 

low of only 2 retweets. 

4.2.3	  Hyperlinks	  

12.5 % (i.e. over 12.000 tweets) of the tweets in the sample contained text and a hyper-

link. Almost all of the 44 (97.7 %) Fortune 500 companies had sent at least one tweet 

containing text and a hyperlink. It ranged from one company, which had done it eight 

times to another company that had done it 2264 times (i.e. almost two third of this com-

pany’s tweets!). This suggests that hyperlinks are communication tools that all the For-

tune 500 companies in the sample use. Also, 35.6 % of the tweets in the sample (i.e. over 

one third of all the tweets) contained hyperlinks either alone (with text) or in combination 

with one or more of the other communication tools (and text). Moreover the average use 

of hyperlinks was 0.601 (i.e. mean_URL = 0.6015 in appendix 1), indicating that many of 

the tweets contained a hyperlink and suggesting, when looking closer at the over 100.000 

tweets, that hyperlinks are present very often in the sample. 
 

Moreover, as organizations are perceived as official sources of information, this can help 

explain the high number of tweets with links to further information (Lovejoy et al. 

2012:316). A test sample (see appendix 5) from the Fortune 500 company Archer Daniels 

Midland shows that 78.82 % of this company’s tweets were tweets with text and a hyper-

link. Indicating that hyperlinks are often used to link to information on the corporate web-

site. Hyperlinks can also be used to link to, for instance, other social networking sites, as 

this tweet example from Walmart’s Twitter profile indicates: @Walmart: “People are the 

most important part of our company, so we’re investing in higher wages, education & 

training. http://bit.ly/1IDksz1”. This hyperlink links to Walmart’s YouTube-channel. 
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These examples stress the fact that hyperlinks can link to anything on the Internet and that 

in combination with other of the communication tools, hyperlinks can help determine, 

which reconceptualized model the organization is operating within. 

4.2.4	  question	  marks	  (?)	  and	  @	  

Of the 44 Fortune 500 companies included in this sample, 36.36 % had replied to a user’s 

message within the 24h of when the profile was accessed (see appendix 3). This implies 

that over one third of the companies acknowledge their followers (i.e. publics). 17.22 % 

of all the tweets featured in the sample contained text and a @ and 100 % of the 44 For-

tune 500 companies in the sample have sent this kind of tweet, which would indicate that 

all the companies are interacting with other users in some kind of way. 
 

Additionally, only 4.45 % of the over 100.000 tweets in the sample were tweets, which 

were directed at a specific user with a @ and posed a question with a question mark, 

which is a way of engaging in conversation with users (i.e. publics). Still, 90.9 % of the 

Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample have sent a tweet like this two times or 

more – it ranges from two times to as high as 1306 times! The highest number is by 

Walmart and these dialogic loop tweets constitute 40 % of Walmart’s total amount of 

tweets in the sample (i.e. 3200 tweets). The responding and posing a question tweets are 

something that fits the idea of a balanced dialogue model. 
 

Only 0.29 % of all the tweets in the sample contained text and a question mark, indicating 

that the 44 Fortune 500 companies do not very often pose questions to their followers or 

engage in conversation this way. However, 33 of the Fortune 500 companies (i.e. 75 %) 

had posed a question at least once, denoting that the majority poses questions, but not all 

the time. The Fortune 500 company to send the most tweets that pose questions, out of the 

sampled companies, was Walgreens, who had tweeted messages with a question 78 times. 

This seems like many questions, however, out of its total of 3190 tweets, these 78 tweets 

only represent 2.57 % of all Walgreens’ tweets. 
 

Moreover, the average use of @ in all the tweets in the sample were 0.667 (i.e. mean_at = 

0.6673 in appendix 1), indicating that on average this sign was used in almost every 
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tweet. All the same, this also suggests that @ may be used more than just for conversa-

tional purposes. 

4.2.5	  Hashtags	  (#)	  

Only 2.12 % of the Fortune 500 companies’ tweets (i.e. 2185 tweets) included one 

hashtag and just 1.07 % of the over 100.000 tweets contained two or more hashtags. 

However, out of the 44 in the sample only one company did not send any tweets with just 

one hashtag and another company did it a total of 220 times, whereas 38 of the companies 

sent tweets with more than one hashtag in it. These results suggest that despite the low 

percentage in connection with the overall sample, almost all the companies have sent 

tweets containing only text and hashtags. Some have done it more than others. However, 

whether it is done with an understanding of how users search on Twitter or not, is hard to 

say solely based on this outcome. 
 

Hashtags were used in combination with one or more of the other communication tools in 

a total of 22.611 tweets, which is 21.95 % of all the tweets in the sample. This offers a 

better understanding of in what way hashtags are mostly used by the Fortune 500 compa-

nies featured in the sample, as this calculation indicates that hashtags are more used in 

connection to other tools, than by themselves (i.e. with text). Still, the average for 

hashtag-use in the tweets is 0.678 (i.e. mean_hashtags = 0.6779 in appendix 1), which 

denotes that a hashtag is present in almost every tweet in the sample. 

4.2.6	  Combining	  the	  tools	  

33.10 % of the tweets in the sample were tweets, which contained two of the communica-

tion tools (i.e. six different combinations, for example @ and # or @ and ?). 5.35 % of the 

tweets were tweets containing text and three communication tools in combination (i.e. the 

following combinations: @, hyperlink and ? or @ ? and # or ?, hyperlink and #) and only 

1.5 % of the tweets were tweets containing text and all four of the communication tools 

(i.e. #, @, hyperlink and ?). This means that almost 40 % of the tweets in the sample con-

tained a combination of two or more communication tools. Indicating that there is an un-

derstanding of using the communication tools, yet these results alone do not say whether 

it is done successfully and within which of the reconceptualized models. 
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4.2.7	  Statistics	  according	  to	  model	  

Overall, the Fortune 500 tweets included in this study could be allocated to the reconcep-

tualized models and operational measures as follows: 

 
Unbalanced Monologue 

- Tweets with only text: 1746 
- Tweets with one #: 2185 
- Tweets with two or more #: 1105 
-‐ Tweets with ? and hyperlink: 1694 

 
Total: 6730 (6.53 %) 

 
Unbalanced Dialogue 

-‐ Retweets: 13027 
- Tweets with @: 17743 
-‐ Tweets with @ and #: 7168 
- Tweets with @ and hyperlink: 9337 

 
         Total: 47275 (45.9 %) 

 
Balanced Monologue 

- Tweets with hyperlink: 12924 
- Tweets with # and hyperlink: 10582 
- Tweets with @, # and hyperlink: 

12809 
 

Total: 36315 (35.26 %) 

 
Balanced Dialogue 

-‐ Tweets with @ and ?: 4593 
-‐ Tweets with @, ? and #: 1626 
-‐ Tweets with @, ? and hyperlink: 1602 
-‐ Tweets with ?: 305 
-‐ Tweets with ? and #: 731 
-‐ Tweets with ?, # and hyperlink: 2288 
-‐ Tweets with @, #, ? and hyperlink: 

1541 
 
        Total: 12686 (12.32 %) 

 

This overview demonstrates that the dominating model based on all the tweets in this 

sample consists of unbalanced dialogue tweets and that over one third of the tweets are 

balanced monologue tweets. The least used model based on the overall tweets is the un-

balanced monologue. However, balanced dialogue tweets are present almost twice as 

much as unbalanced monologue. This overview also suggests that over half of the tweets 

are of dialogic kind, i.e. when the unbalanced and balanced dialogue calculations are put 

together. 
 

On the basis of the overall results and the basic descriptive statistics presented in the 

above and which has been gathered in appendix 1, appendix 2 and appendix 3, we can 

now examine and exemplify, within which of the reconceptualized models the 44 Fortune 

500 companies included in this master thesis operate. 
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4.3	  Conceptual	  illustrations	  

The distribution of how the tweets from each of the 44 Fortune 500 companies fall within 

the reconceptualized models has been gathered in appendix 2. Interestingly, the results 

show that none of the companies have a communication strategy that is 100 % one of the 

models, and the majority of the companies fall within either balanced monologue or un-

balanced dialogue and only two companies rather stick out in regards to unbalanced 

monologue and balanced dialogue. 16 of the Fortune 500 companies have predominantly 

sent balanced monologue tweets, and 26 of the companies have predominantly sent un-

balanced dialogue tweets. However, some were touch and go between these two models 

(e.g. the automotive company Chevron has 50.47 % in unbalanced dialogue and 42.22 % 

in balanced monologue). 
 

In other words, none of the Fortune 500 companies in this sample has sent tweets that fit 

within only one of the models. However, there are some that stand out from the crowd 

and illustrate the concepts of the four “new” reconceptualized public relations models, 

which were established earlier in the master thesis. 
 

4.3.1	  Balanced	  monologue	  

Based on the results the food processing company Archer Daniels Midland (referred to as 

“ADMupdates” under company name in appendix 1 and 2) seems to be the only compa-

ny, which has a strategy that nearly fits 100 % one of the reconceptualized models. Of its 

170 tweets featured in the sample, the majority (i.e. 89.4 % of its tweets) are balanced 

monologue tweets. Meaning that, this company is an example of a Fortune 500 company 

that appears to have a communication strategy on Twitter that predominantly fits the bal-

anced monologue model. Moreover, 78.82 % of all Archer Daniels Midland’s tweets are 

tweets containing text and a hyperlink (see appendix 5), indicating that the element of 

truthfulness as well as linking to more information are highly prioritized by this company. 

The examples of Archer Daniels Midland’s tweets also illustrate that the balanced mono-

logue model does not focus on gathering information about the audience before sending 

out messages, as many of the tweets start with something like for example “ADM Cares”, 

“ADM Does”, etc. and ends with a hyperlink. ADM is short for Archer Daniels Midland 

and this kind of headline makes the tweet look like the start of an article or press release. 
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Furthermore, the low number of tweets also stresses how Archer Daniels Midland is not 

there to interact with its followers or other users. The company is rather simply “talking 

out”, when it is relevant to the company, which is not necessarily on a daily basis. Yet the 

high number of tweets with hyperlinks stress that it wants to “talk out” accurately and 

more than that, the information stretches beyond the 140 characters one can use per mes-

sage on Twitter. Additionally, none of Archer Daniels Midland’s tweets are balanced 

dialogue, which means that the remaining of the company’s tweets is spread across the 

unbalanced monologue and unbalanced dialogue (i.e. only 18 tweets). 
 

Another example of a company that appears to have a communication strategy that fits 

the balanced monologue model of the Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample, is 

the financial service company: INTL FCStone Inc. (referred to as “INTLFCStone” under 

company in appendix 1 and 2). Almost two thirds of INTL FCStone’s tweets are tweets 

containing text and a hyperlink (i.e. 74.5 % of its 3039 tweets). These 74.5 % constitute 

the majority of the company’s balanced monologue tweets (i.e. 81.67 % of all its 3039 

tweets are tweets that fit the balanced monologue model). Also, its 81.67 % balanced 

monologue tweets make INTL FCStone a second example of a company featured in the 

sample, which has an almost “pure” strategy. In other words, that nearly all of its tweets 

are balanced monologue tweets. 
 

What is particularly interesting in regards to INTL FCStone Inc. and Archer Daniels Mid-

land and their communication strategies on Twitter is the fact that around two thirds of 

both companies’ tweets contain text and a hyperlink, which clearly illustrates a balanced 

ways of “talking out” and that these companies recognize that accurate communication is 

important. As it was stated earlier, the hyperlink is a tool that helps companies, like INTL 

FCStone or Archer Daniels Midland, to secure accuracy in what is communicated and 

extend the communicated beyond the 140 characters (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). 

4.3.2	  Unbalanced	  monologue	  

Only one of the Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample predominantly falls within 

the unbalanced monologue model. The financial company Prudential with a total of 947 

tweets in the sample has 54.4 % of the tweets that are unbalanced monologue and thereby 

seems to be a company that is mostly “talking out”. However, over one fourth of the 
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company’s tweets (i.e. 26.6 %) are balanced monologue tweets. Prudential has also 

tweeted dialogic tweets (i.e. 13.83 % unbalanced dialogue tweets and 5.17 % balanced 

dialogue tweets), which suggests that the company does not seem to have a specific 

communication strategy on Twitter. Still, the distribution of tweets according to the com-

bination of communication tools in the tweets (see appendix 1 and 2), suggests that Pru-

dential is generally “talking out” either with just text, text and one hashtag or a hyperlink. 

This implies that the company is sharing, what is interesting for the company to share – 

sometimes in an unbalanced way, other times in a balanced way. Two examples from 

Prudential’s tweets emphasize, what an unbalanced monologue looks like on Twitter: 

“Mahaney now giving a high-level update of the paper. #PruLGBT” and “Adams also 

pointed out LGBT elders are four times less likely to be parents, leaving their support 

networks very thin as they age. #PruLGBT”. It seems to be “live-tweeting” tweets from 

an event, where Prudential was present, as the tweets have the same hashtag in the end. 

This clearly underlines the idea that in the unbalanced monologue model organizations 

are “talking out” within their own repertoire and under their own circumstances. For an 

outsider these two tweets almost seem like nonsense, but since Prudential has tweeted it, 

it makes sense to the company. Also, in the “about” in Prudential’s Twitter Profile, mono-

logue communication is additionally implied with the sentence: “Official account for the 

latest news about Prudential Financial” (see appendix 3), which does not really hint inter-

action or balanced communication. The fact that none of the companies have a strategy 

that 100 % fits the unbalanced monologue model, based on the results of this study, indi-

cates that the companies are essentially communicating with rather an understanding of 

their publics. 

4.3.3	  Unbalanced	  dialogue	  

One of the Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample that especially stands out is 

Bank of America. This Fortune 500 company has the lowest number of tweets of all the 

companies included in the sample (i.e. only seven tweets). Five of its tweets are tweets 

with @ and two of its tweets are with @ and question mark (?), which were all posted in 

2013, indicating that the Twitter profile (i.e. “bankofamerica” in appendix 1 and 2) is not 

actively tweeting. The combination of communication tools used in the tweets imply that 

Bank of America has an interactive and dialogic communication strategy, but it is both 

balanced and unbalanced. However, as the majority of its tweets are only with text and 
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@, it is primarily unbalanced. When looking closer at what these seven tweets actually 

contain, it explains why there is only seven tweets (see appendix 4). All seven tweets link 

to other profiles (i.e. other Bank of America related and operated profiles). This shows a 

company that has chosen to separate its communication on Twitter in profiles after “top-

ics”, indicating that the Bank of America Twitter profile is only there to lead the user in 

the right direction, depending on what information this person is looking for. This illus-

trates that this Twitter profile is unbalanced dialogue, as Bank of America indicates that it 

wants to interact, just not through this profile. Meaning that, @ is here not used as a tool 

for responding to a previous message, it is rather used to inform about Bank of America’s 

other profiles and move the conversation elsewhere. Each of these seven profiles can then 

be communicating in different ways as well. One Bank of America profile may be bal-

anced monologue and another may be balanced dialogue. This would require examining 

these profiles further. 
 

In regards to the unbalanced dialogue model, the conglomerate company, United Tech-

nologies (referred to as UTC in appendix 1 and 2), has the highest number of retweets of 

all the 44 Fortune 500 companies and these retweets are 60 % of United Technologies’ 

2640 tweets. However, only 9.77 % more of United Technologies’ tweets are tweets, 

which fit within the unbalanced dialogue model, suggesting that United Technologies is 

predominantly unbalanced dialogue. However, 23.63 % of its tweets are balanced mono-

logue, 3.41 % is unbalanced monologue and 3.18% is balanced dialogue tweets. The high 

number of retweets, in addition to the fact that the company never poses a question, indi-

cate that United Technologies is merely acknowledging its users and the very minimum 

of a conversation, and that creating a longer dialogue is not important, which fits the con-

cept of a unbalanced dialogue. Lastly, when examining what United Technologies has 

retweeted, as this example clearly shows: “RT @usairforce: #AirForce announces intent 

to award @UTC Sikorsky the contract for a new #CSAR helicopter. 

http://t.co/v10bk9hzAp”, United Technologies (UTC) is merely acknowledging and inter-

acting with other users, when the message is relevant to the organization. This example 

underlines the concept of unbalanced conversation, as it shows an organization, which is 

essentially just communicating with its own. 
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4.3.4	  Balanced	  dialogue	  

Based on the results in appendix 1, 2 and 3, the retail company and number one on the 

Fortune 500 listing, Walmart, appears to have a communication strategy that fits the con-

cept of the balanced dialogue model. Walmart is touch and go between the unbalanced 

and balanced dialogue model, which stresses that the company has a dialogic communi-

cation strategy on Twitter, but it is sometimes balanced and other times unbalanced. Of its 

3200 tweets, Walmart has communicated 47.22 % times balanced dialogue tweets and 

47.02 % with unbalanced dialogue tweets. However, when looking at the combination of 

communication tools used in the tweets sent by Walmart, they consist of tweets with @ 

and a question mark and these tweets stand for 40.8 % (i.e. 1306 tweets) of all Walmart’s 

tweets. This combination indicates a balanced dialogue, as it suggests acknowledgment 

of the user with a @ and the question mark shows that Walmart wants to continue the 

conversation by posing a question to this user. Furthermore, Walmart has individual rep-

resentation in the response-tweets, which means that the tweet is “signed” with a name, as 

this example illustrates: “@Vietkidd617 Sorry to hear about your laptop. Maybe we can 

help you find a new one. Any particular specifics you're looking for? ~Lou”. Individual 

representation is what separates the balanced from the unbalanced dialogue, as the organ-

ization provides the user with the impression that the conversation is taking place on the 

same level. Walmart appears to offer the user a conversation person-to-person and not 

just the organization talking down to the user (i.e. someone is visibly “talking on behalf 

of” the organization). In the “About” text on Walmart’s Twitter profile, the company 

states that it is available 24/7 to help and inspire (see appendix 3). This suggests in re-

gards to the reconceptualization that Walmart is willing to negotiate and is looking for 

mutual understanding, like the Walmart tweet example above suggests. However, the 

second highest sort of tweet, which Walmart has sent, are simply response tweets only 

containing text and a @ (i.e. 30.5 % of its tweets) and here the conversation is not bal-

anced. In sum, this underlines the fact that none of the 44 Fortune 500 companies featured 

in the sample have communication strategies that accurately fit the concept of the bal-

anced dialogue model. 
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5.	  Discussion	  

In the following, concepts from the Montreal School approach within the communicative 

constitution of organizations as well as notions from Grunig and Hunt are briefly reflected 

upon, before the discussion moves to the reconceptualized public relations models in the 

light of the empirical illustrations. Lastly, how to create a dialogue on Twitter as well as 

the potential of organizational communication on Twitter will be discussed. 
 

5.1	  Theoretical	  reflections	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  Montreal	  School	  

As it was previously established, the field of organizational communication and the con-

cept of the communicative constitution of organizations is no unified field of study. The 

three CCO approaches generally differ, but they agree on the idea that organization is 

grounded in action (i.e. in and through communication) (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:286). 

On examining the differences of the three approaches further in order to establish, which 

perceptions from the three approaches should be considered for reconceptualization of 

Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models, it was in the end the Montreal School ap-

proach that suggested relevant notions. In the light of the Montreal School supporter 

James R. Taylor’s (1999) notion on text and conversation, four reconceptualized models 

were formed. The reconceptualization was centered on the idea of whether public rela-

tions practitioners understand the notion of mutual understanding or not. In the Grunig 

and Hunt models it was the border between asymmetry and symmetry that separated their 

models in addition to whether the communication was one-way or two-way (Grunig & 

Hunt, 1984:22). Within the concept of text and conversation from Taylor and the Montre-

al School, this was translated to the idea of whether the communication is balanced or 

unbalanced. Does the organization talk under its own circumstances or does it understand 

that the person at the other end has a mind of his/her own? Depending on what the goal of 

the interaction is, it was in the reconceptualization translated to the conception of whether 

it is a monologue or a dialogue. The reconceptualized and new established theoretical 

framework was tested on tweets from Fortune 500 companies in order to compare theory 

and practice. The findings of the empirical illustrations showed a mixed picture, and this 

will be discussed further on in the chapter. 
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Over the past decade, the influence of the Montreal School has grown, when it comes to 

organizational communication studies and management and organization studies (Brum-

mans et al., 2014:182). The conversation-text concept presented by Taylor and Van Every 

(2000) has been drawn upon by others, when it comes to communication studies and a 

study by Kuhn (2008) showed that “communication constitutes intraorganizational power 

and extraorganizational relationships through the production of an authoritative text, an 

abstract text “that represents the firm as a whole”” (Kuhn, 2008:1236). Additionally, the 

Montreal School approach has enabled for scholars to bring notice to materiality in the 

communicative constitution of organizations research, and why it is significant (Brum-

mans et al., 2014:182). Both the formation of organizations as discursive structures in 

addition to the thought of leadership as plural and overlapped effects of presence and ab-

sence, are foundations that the Montreal School approach has had impact on (Brummans 

et al., 2014:182) – and this is relevant to consider in respect of what influence the Mon-

treal School has on how to assess the concept of CCO. As a consequence, the Montreal 

School is still studied and discussed to this date. Kuhn’s study (2008) emphasizes, what 

has been empirically illustrated earlier in the master thesis: that communication in a tex-

tual form (i.e. here tweets) represents the company and can help constitute “extraorgani-

zational relationships” (Kuhn, 2008:1236). 
 

The Montreal School approach has, however, not moved ahead without being criticized. 

The criticism has foremost focused on the approach’s lack of providing a consistent, unit-

ed perspective (Brummans et al., 2014:182). Nevertheless, it was the idea of text-

conversation from the Montreal School that offered opportunity for interpreting Grunig 

and Hunt’s models in the light of CCO, and which the reconceptualization would be 

based upon. As Taylor states it in a comment on the three CCO approaches’ differences 

and disagreements: “the current theories do not quite match up. Each involves a different 

set of beliefs. Nobody is going to change their mind easily” (Schoeneborn et al., 

2014:311). The strongest critic of the other approaches has been by McPhee – the man 

behind the McPhee “four flows” approach to CCO (see Brummans et al., 2014). McPhee 

disagrees with the notion of nonhuman agency in the Montreal School approach as well 

as the school’s deficient consideration of the time and space factor (Brummans et al., 

2014:182), as McPhee has human agency in the center (Brummans et al., 2014:186). The 
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concept of non-human agency was the decisive aspect in choosing the Montreal School, 

when it came to reconceptualizing and creating a new theoretical framework for public 

relations in the light of CCO. That multiple kinds of agents can represent the organization 

in the Montreal School approach was relevant in regards to the empirical illustrations on 

data from Twitter, as tweets are “textual” representations of an organization, and a meth-

od for the organization to interact with its publics. However, François Cooren has empha-

sized that even texts are in a way human, in that public relations practitioners has written 

the text that is sent, stressing that: “humans play a key role, to the extent that they are the 

ones who mobilize or “ventriloquize” texts, values, and facts in their discourse.” (Schoe-

neborn et al., 2014: 299). 
 

Moreover, criticism has been voiced of the Montreal School approach’s conversation-to-

text constitution of organization, meaning the devotion to a bottom-up thought of society 

and organization (Brummans et al., 2014:182) Supporters of the Montreal School have 

argued, however, that it can be the other way around as well, i.e. text-to-conversation. 

These two interpretations are a self-organizing loop, as it was established earlier in the 

master thesis (Taylor & Van Every, 2000:210-211). In one way (i.e. conversation-to-text) 

and in order for it to last, it is acknowledged that there is a need for all of the organiza-

tion, to react to the environment. Whereas, pre-recognized means of accepting is the start-

ing point in the text-to-conversation translation and what outline the conversation, by 

constructing the forms of talk, meaning that text (i.e. from the organization) controls the 

communication (Brummans et al., 2014:182). In Taylor’s own words (19962): 
 

Both concepts incorporate a theory of both conversation and text 

but…to give either view primacy would… be misguided… Each 

worldview brings salient image of communication – and of or-

ganization – into view, and simultaneously pushes another into 

the background. (pp. 29-30) 
 

This thought is difficult to overlook and in the reconceptualized models this is represented 

with arrows between the monologue and the dialogue models – both at the unbalanced 

and at the balanced. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 From Taylor, J.R. (1996, October). The worldviews if organization communication. Quote retrieved from 
Brummans et al. (2014). 
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François Cooren also argues that an organization is shaped by several systems, which are 

systematized and acknowledged to a vaster or slighter degree, making it an amalgam 

(Schoeneborn et al., 2014:292). Everything or anybody can be acknowledged as repre-

sentative of an organization, in other words: make it present, as an organization is embod-

ied or incarnated, or materialized in this recognized representative (Schoeneborn et al., 

2014:292). In the Montreal School approach to CCO this does not only mean human 

agents, but also non-human agents, a view that is especially noteworthy in the light of the 

reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s four public relations models. A spokesperson, a 

logo, an employee, a text or even a product are examples of what can be recognized as 

representing an organization. In other words, defining agency as the capability to “make a 

difference” (Cooren, 2004:389). Texts or other materiality are presented with communi-

cative agency, when acknowledged in circumstance of language use (Schoeneborn et al., 

2014:306). In addition to, Brummans and colleagues (2014) argument that: “Only through 

its representatives can it (i.e. the organisation) interact with outside bodies” (Brummans 

et al., 2014:180). An organization has no voice of its own and must call upon agents. The-

se claim authority and “talk on behalf of” the organization and represent the worldview of 

the organization. Meaning that, an organization’s tweets are textual representations of the 

organization, which sends the tweets and can therefore according to views from the Mon-

treal School, take part in making the organization present. 
 

Luhmann’s notion on how recognition and repudiation of what is being communicated 

lies outside of communication is important to note, as his argument leads to an under-

standing that within this approach to CCO, communication not only creates discharge but 

also difference (Brummans et al., 2014:185). As it has a fastening force that invites con-

structive or destructive responses to what is being communicated, we can never entirely 

forecast how things will progress (Brummans et al., 2014:185). In short, there are ele-

ments of communication that organizations cannot control, especially when it comes to 

how a message is received. This notion has James R. Taylor also commented on. He 

stresses that people, who are engaging in communication, participate with different 

worldviews and despite being present in the “same” event, these people’s experiences are 

not alike (Taylor, 2000:1). The participants perceive the conversation in dissimilar ways. 

In Grunig and Hunt public relations models the element of persuasion is considered 
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(Grunig & Hunt, 1984:22), however, as Taylor’s notion stress, people are not wearing the 

same glasses and have different worldviews, and it is therefore difficult for an organiza-

tion to persuade and manipulate its publics. 
 

5.2	  Grunig	  &	  Hunt,	  public	  relations	  communication	  and	  social	  media	  

With 140 characters it can be difficult to send a message as accurately as it may have 

been envisioned. Nevertheless, Grunig and Hunt state: “The easier it is for people to 

comprehend a message, however, the more likely they will be to retain the message” 

(Grunig & Hunt, 1984:193). If an organization manages to do this successfully, the 

chances of mutual understanding are great. Yet, how does one define whether the organi-

zation’s publics have profitably received a message? In the light of the reconceptualized 

models, it means that it depends on the purpose of the communication. As it was previ-

ously stated, acceptance of a message depends on the worldview of the one participating 

in communication with the organization (Brummans et al., 2014:185). 
 

Organizations do not always seem to understand the importance of the differences in 

worldview factor, which is particularly relevant in the 21st century and when it comes to 

social media. Nowadays, social media has a status as a strategic tool, when it comes to 

online organizational communication, meaning that it is no longer simply a “buzz word” 

(Eyrich et al., 2008:412). Public relations practitioners are implementing the social media 

tools in the public relations communication, as it is making their job easier (Eyrich et al., 

2008:412). With social media the chance to reach a broader audience has been made pos-

sible, as well as engaging in conversation with the publics of the organization (Eyrich et 

al., 2008:412). Nevertheless, the outcomes of the empirical illustrations show that organi-

zations (i.e. based on the Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample) do not all com-

municate in the same way. Some organizations set the scene for a dialogic communica-

tion style, though mostly in favor of its own circumstances, language etc., while other 

organizations simply “talk out” (i.e. a textual “speeches”), also in favor of the organiza-

tion. One might argue, whether it is relevant for an organization to consider a more dia-

logic communication strategy depends on, what the purpose of their presence on social 

media is for the organization. 
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To implement a communication strategy that is to fit the concept of the balanced dialogue 

model is first of all demanding, time-consuming and costly, since it requires a well-

prepped team of employees, whose sole purpose is talking to and responding to users’ 

questions, when it comes to the social media platform, Twitter. In addition to the fact that 

in order for the conversation to be balanced, individual representation is of importance, as 

it helps the conversation continue on the same level. However, according to Grunig and 

Hunt, the public relations writers are to work anonymously (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:377). 

They stress, that the aim is to be objective and give people facts, so that they can decide 

for themselves how to think and behave. But how does a company secure objectivity, 

factuality and stay interesting in 140 characters or less? Firstly, one cannot control how 

publics think or behave according to a message. People base their behavior on what they 

believe and do – the “power” is in their own hands (Helder & Pjetursson, 2002:7). Sec-

ondly, the information, the words and the sentences that are entailed in the messages 

must, as Grunig and Hunt argue, convey undeniable authority and trustworthiness in order 

for the receiver to acknowledge the anonymous message (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:377). 

Thirdly, the easy accessibility to information, which especially the technological revolu-

tion has brought with it, makes it hard to manipulate and persuade the publics of the 21st 

century (Helder & Pjetursson, 2002:7). More than ever we, as individuals, understand that 

we have a mind of our own, and social media, like Twitter, offers everyone the opportuni-

ty to express themselves and speak up – a reason for Twitter being defined as a “micro-

blogging” site (Safko & Brake, 2009:263). We interpret communication and messages, 

which we receive based on our individual beliefs and worldview, and what is communi-

cated by organizations, will not necessarily be acknowledged as desired by the ones that 

are communicating it to us (e.g. organization’s agents) (Taylor, 2000:1). Moreover, these 

perceptions emphasize the need – now more than ever – to consider the thought of mutual 

understanding especially in regards to external organizational communication. Through 

open and easy accessible relational channels like social media, public relations managers 

are offered a modern and technological way of listening to the publics of the organization 

(Eyrich et al., 2008:314). 
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Grunig and Hunt argue (i.e. in their time): “Television offers the possibility of communi-

cating – if only passively – with low-involvement publics that otherwise could not be 

reached (Grunig & Hunt, 1984:426). However, with the technological development and 

the birth of social media sites, these developments could be seen as the “television” of 

modern and globalized times. Meaning that, social media channels offer the chance to 

reach publics that otherwise could not be reached (Eyrich et al., 2008:412). Additionally, 

James E. Grunig has stressed that it is with the two-way symmetrical public relations 

model that these people are primarily reached (see Grunig, 2009). What is meant here is 

that: reaching adaptive organizational goals like social responsibility, public understand-

ing and two-way communication is best accomplished with this model (Grunig & Hunt, 

1984:120). Translated to the theoretical framework and reconceptualized models of this 

master thesis and the present world in which we live, this can be interpreted as organiza-

tions that are communicating with their publics with an understanding of these people’s 

worldviews. In short, this means the idea of communicating with a strategy that fits the 

concepts of the balanced dialogue model. However, whether this is a strategy would be 

relevant to all companies is debatable. For instance, some industries may require more 

publics- and stakeholder-relationship building than others. 
 

Another aspect of public relations to consider in the light of Grunig and Hunt is at which 

level of the organization that the public relations managers function best. Grunig has done 

a study on this, referred to as the “Excellence” Theory, which found that, when public 

relations is recognized as a management advising function, it blossoms (see Dozier, 

Grunig & Grunig, 1995). These discoveries have since been restated through public rela-

tions textbooks and research journals (Lovejoy et al., 2012:316). In other words, the loca-

tion of the public relations practitioners in an organizational hierarchy can have an influ-

ence on how and in what way these people talk “on behalf of” the organization. In the end 

this will affect the communicative constitution of organizations. One might consider that, 

if for instance the public relations people were placed among people on a marketing level, 

this would affect the external public relations “voice” and worldview of the organization. 

What the public relations people perhaps then would be communicating would be mes-

sages that fit the theoretical framework of the unbalanced monologue model. This consid-

eration has however neither been examined nor established in tangible organizations, but 
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could be a reflection that can make the basis for future research. Yet, as James R. Taylor 

argues, the term “organization” loses its significance, if the organization does not at some 

point comprehend to be or as a minimum look as if it is talking with one voice or operat-

ing in unity (Schoeneborn et al., 2014:292). 
 

James E. Grunig himself has commented on global public relations in the age of digitali-

zation (2009) and he believes that 
 

an organization and its publics now are embedded in internet-

mediated social networks but that public relations is still 

about an organization’s relationships with its publics (p. 6) 
 

However, he adds that there is no need for organizations to build relationships with those 

who are not members of their publics, despite these people may be building relationships 

with each other (Grunig, 2009:6). Grunig stresses that building relationships with every-

one is just something that organizations do not have time or means to focus on (Grunig, 

2009:6). The conversations, which are taking place among publics worldwide online, are 

conversations that, according to Grunig, with the help of public relations the organiza-

tions immediately need to partake in (Grunig, 2009:6). Grunig stresses the necessity for 

organizations to build relations with publics, especially with the digital media revolution, 

instead of seeing public relations as simply a “buffering” one-way communication activi-

ty (Grunig, 2009:6). In short, social media is unavoidable, when it comes to public rela-

tions in modern times, and Grunig himself understands that. It is also worth mentioning 

that previous research has indicated that individuals are uninterested in organizations’ use 

of social media, since individuals primarily use these channels to connect with friends and 

family (see Lovejoy et al., 2012; Vorvoreanu, 2009). However, when it comes to social 

media, everything changes and happens so fast, that organizations are moving in on social 

media and adapting to the platforms, so that individuals accept and notice their presence 

on social media (see Eyrich et al., 2008). In the light of the reconceptualized models this 

indicates that organizations will not get very far by using for example the unbalanced 

monologue model on social media, as people know that they have the upper hand, when it 

comes to social media (see Safko & Brake, 2009). Including the publics in the communi-
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cation as well as the overall public relations communication strategy in some way, when 

it comes to social media, seems to be obligatory in today’s society. 
 

5.3	  The	  reconceptualized	  models	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  empirical	  illustrations	  

To empirically illustrate the reconceptualization on data from Fortune 500 companies is 

first of all relevant, since by studying these companies handling of new technological 

tools, like social media, we can catch a glimpse at the future (Barnes, 2010). However, 

the Fortune 500 companies may not always be innovative first movers but they offer a 

look at promising trends among some of America’s most thriving companies. Secondly, 

these companies are relevant to consider, because of their dominant positions in the busi-

ness world (Barnes, 2010). 
 

Next to consider is what the examination of these Fortune 500 companies’ tweets show. 

Fundamentally, the empirical illustrations clearly underline that there is still a mono-

logue-dialogue complication, when it comes to organizational communication on social 

media. In regards to the reconceptualized models, public relations communication on 

Twitter seems to be balancing between truthfulness in what is communicated one-way 

(i.e. balanced monologue) and an effort to interact with the users on Twitter but unequally 

(i.e. unbalanced dialogue). It appears to be easier to communicate under one’s own cir-

cumstances, repertoire, etc. than it is to get a comprehension of who is listening at the 

other end and communicate in a way, which is understandable to these people. Organiza-

tions have yet to understand, based on the concept of the communicative constitution of 

organizations, that it is in conversation that the “site” of an organization is continuously 

re/generated (Ashcraft et al., 2009:12). To secure the repeated, consistent “surface” of the 

organization through text seems to be easier to do, than creating a conversation on Twit-

ter, if we believe the findings detailed in the empirical illustrations paragraph. 
 

5.3.1	  No	  clear	  communication	  strategies	  

The overall goal of reconceptualizing Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models was to 

create a theoretical framework, which previous research has been lacking. Within per-

spectives of the communicative constitution of organizations a reconceptualization was 

shaped and operational measures to test the theoretical framework on was generated. The 
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communication tools, which are available on Twitter, constructs different forms of com-

munication and the outcome of this study, based on how these tools were separated ac-

cording to the reconceptualized models, is interesting. The question now, however, is 

what does the findings tell us and what can we learn from them? First of all, we know by 

now that the organizations featured in the sample understand in some way, how to use the 

communication tools, which are relevant to consider in regards to communication on 

Twitter. However, based on the theoretical framework in the reconceptualization and in 

the light of the findings, they do not do this with a clear communication strategy in mind. 
 

People, who previously have done research on communication on Twitter, appear to gath-

er at the notion that Twitter has dialogic potential and that it is a platform for dialogue 

(see Lovejoy et al., 2012; Rybalko & Seltzer, 2010). However, it has also been stressed in 

the same research that the dialogic opportunities of Twitter are not being fully utilized. 

The results of these studies show that despite its conversational possibilities, organiza-

tional communication on Twitter continues to be of monologue kind. Meaning that these 

studies highlight that organizations on Twitter do not realize themselves in conversation, 

but rather simply “talk out” through text. Yet, the empirical illustrations of this master 

thesis reveal a mixed picture. A high number of the Fortune 500 companies featured in 

the sample fall within the unbalanced dialogue model, indicating a dialogic communica-

tion style as well as the fact that companies are trying to take advantage of some of Twit-

ter’s dialogic potential. Almost all of the rest of the Fortune 500 organizations featured in 

the sample fall within the direct opposite and that is the balanced monologue model. 
 

The fact that none of the companies featured in the sample show a 100 % clear communi-

cation strategy highlights the idea that organizations can do different things over time. 

Nevertheless, a single tweet cannot be more than one model at a time. Companies might 

do one thing today and another thing tomorrow, but a clear pattern is hard to see simply 

based on, what has been recognized from the surface. It would be necessary to dig deeper 

and look into when the different tweets, explained in the operational measures, are present 

in the organizations’ Twitter feeds so as to see, if there is a system or change in the com-

panies’ ways of communicating. One might argue, that based on the findings of the em-

pirical illustrations, that a company like Bank of America, is one of the few in the sample 

showing signs of a clearer communication strategy, as the company seems to have decid-
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ed to separate its activity on Twitter according to topic. Which is interesting, as it is a 

banking company: Why would a bank do it like this on social media? It could be argued 

that it is because many of Bank of America’s publics (i.e. their customers) are active on 

Twitter, i.e. stakeholders etc., and Twitter is a channel that is meant for stakeholder en-

gagement (see Lovejoy et al., 2012). However, to determine according to which commu-

nication strategy the seven Bank of America Twitter accounts are working, would require 

further analysis of the content of each of the accounts’ Twitter feed. 
 

The closest in the findings one comes to a “clear” communication strategy is the Fortune 

500 company: Archer Daniels Midland – a food processing company. Their communica-

tion strategy is predominantly the balanced monologue, as the findings show that 89.41 % 

of their tweets conform to this model (see appendix 2). Almost every single one of their 

170 tweets contains a hyperlink, highlighting the necessity to secure truthfulness in what 

is communicated. 170 tweets is not, however, very many tweets, when looking at Archer 

Daniels Midland’s Twitter account (see appendix 3). To date, the company has only 

tweeted about 250 times and does not have many followers (i.e. just over 1600, compared 

to Target, which has over 1.63 million followers). This indicates that Archer Daniels Mid-

land is communicating in a certain way, which they consider best for the company. Arch-

er Daniels Midland is sharing information, which the company finds is important and 

relevant to share and the company is securing accuracy in what is communicated by add-

ing a hyperlink at the end of the message (i.e. tweet). Also, this example stresses that a 

balanced dialogue model may indeed not be a relevant communication strategy for every 

organization. Whether industry is a factor that has an influence on the way Archer Daniels 

Midland communicates on Twitter, is hard to say, as it is the only company within the 

food processing industry featured in the sample. The question remains why a company 

like Archer Daniels Midland would focus on creating a dialogue with other users on Twit-

ter? It appears that the company is present on Twitter just to be present and therefore fo-

cus is basically on sending out “monologues”. In addition to the fact that this example 

from the findings emphasizes the principles of what a balanced monologue model entails. 

There is the notion of Twitter being designed for interaction and dialogue to consider, so 

why would organizations then even consider creating and tweeting monologues on Twit-
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ter? The answer could be, as others previously have indicated: the lack of accepting and 

understanding Twitter as a dialogic communication channel. 
 

It may be concluded that different times call for different measures, and this could inter 

alia be the reason for the absence in clear communication strategies among the 44 Fortune 

500 companies featured in the sample. This in itself can be considered a strategy, i.e. 

communicating in different ways depending on factors like time, circumstances and sub-

ject. Companies like Walmart, for instance, may be retweeting much when their latest 

product-collaboration has just been released. Let us go back to the financial company 

Prudential. This is the only company featured in the sample that comes near implement-

ing the unbalanced monologue model (i.e. 54.38 % unbalanced monologue). Of its 947 

tweets 220 of them are tweets containing text and a hashtag, which was recognized, as 

being because the company was “live-tweeting” from some kind of event. This stresses 

that there is a time factor to consider as well and it shows how there might be times where 

tweeting with just text and a hashtag is relevant to consider and do. Prudential is here 

keeping their publics, or those who are interested, up to date with what is going on at this 

event (e.g. a conference). 
 

Another factor to consider is whether industry too affects the communication strategy of 

the organizations. Interestingly, the two automotive Fortune 500 companies featured in 

the sample, Ford and General Motors (GM), are both using predominantly unbalanced 

dialogue (i.e. tweets from Ford are 54,43 % unbalanced dialogue tweets and at GM 62 % 

of its tweets are unbalanced dialogue - see appendix 2). These two automotive companies 

have high amounts of tweets, i.e. among some of the highest featured in the sample: just 

around 3200. On the surface they seem to be working with similar strategies. When look-

ing into what kind of unbalanced dialogue tweets the two companies were tweeting, the 

results showed that both companies have sent many tweets containing text and @, i.e. 

response-tweets (see appendix 1), which fits the concept of the unbalanced dialogue 

model. In sum, this instance show that industry may indeed be a factor that can have in-

fluence on, in what way the organization is communicating on social media. Most im-

portantly, it emphasizes that the element of industry would be worth exploring further in 

future research. 
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5.3.2	  Reviewing	  the	  communication	  tools	  

Among the different combinations of the communication tools used in the tweets, which 

were established earlier in thesis, the findings of the empirical illustrations show that the 

most used combination was tweets containing text and a @. These tweets have previously 

been recognized as “reply-tweets” or “response-tweets”, meaning tweets that respond to 

another user’s tweet. In this way, an organization acknowledges the user, but not more 

than that. By answering the user’s question somewhat objectively (i.e. do not set the scene 

for a conversation) the dialogue ends there. For this reason the response tweets fit the 

concept of an unbalanced dialogue model. As an organization mostly focuses on its own 

language, circumstances, repertoire etc. in the unbalanced dialogue model, its Twitter 

account will ideally show signs of dialogue with tweets starting with @, but none will 

contain a question mark as well, as these organizations answer questions but do not pose 

questions. The organization appears to only interact with users, when it fits the organiza-

tion and the answer is in the organization’s “language”. However, the @ can also be used 

to simply acknowledge other organizations, which the organization is collaborating with – 

still indicating an unbalanced dialogue, as the organization is acknowledging the other 

user with @, but not setting the scene for conversation. Nevertheless, in this case tweets 

containing just text and a @ are equivalent to response-tweets. Still, the fact that tweets 

containing text and @ can be seen as having two “translations”, may be the reason for the 

highest number of tweets featured in the sample is of this kind. 
 

The second most used combination was tweets containing text and a hyperlink. This 

combination fits within the theoretical framework in the balanced monologue model, as 

by linking to their external home page, the company shows indication of wanting the 

message to be interpreted as accurately as possible. Lovejoy and colleagues argued in 

their paper that: “Sharing informative links can get followers interested in the story with 

their tweets in the same way newspapers use headlines” (Lovejoy et al., 2012:314). In 

other words, the communication is moved beyond the 140 characters, which a message on 

Twitter has to offer. Yet, the notion from Lovejoy and colleagues makes you consider the 

many possibilities that come with adding a hyperlink. It has been established that a hyper-

link can link to anything on the Internet, as the Internet is one giant hard disk full of in-

formation (Kolstrup et al., 2009:214-215), which in principle means that hyperlinks also 
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can have dialogic potential, if it links to something like for instance an online community, 

which is present somewhere else on the Internet. However, in this master thesis tweets 

containing only text and a hyperlink are observed as merely a method to prolonging mon-

ologue communication. 
 

The third most occurring combination was retweets, which overall show some signs of 

interaction. By retweeting someone else’s tweet, an organization acknowledges this user, 

but the conversation ends there. Hence, it fits the concept of an unbalanced dialogue 

model. In regards to the reconceptualization and concepts of the communicative constitu-

tion of organizations, this function alone does not really tell us much about the way the 

organization is communicating on Twitter. This retweet from the aerospace Fortune 500 

company Boeing stresses this: “RT @BoeingDefense: #Boeing machinists union in St. 

Louis approves contract extension http://t.co/JYloEopPGZ”. @BoeingDefense is Boeings 

own and Boeing is thereby acknowledging its own. This indicates that retweets are un-

balanced dialogue, whether the company acknowledges its own or other “outside” users. 

The Boeing retweet example also suggests that the use of retweets is something that all 

can do. Furthermore, the use of retweets by almost all of the Fortune 500 companies 

would indicate that they all generally have a dialogue communication strategy. Hughes 

and Palen (2009) estimated that 27.8 % of the time the retweet-function is used by indi-

viduals. The results of this study also imply that companies use the function less often 

than individuals, which Lovejoy and colleagues (2012) highlighted in their study. Yet, it 

can be argued that retweeting seems like the easy way out and something that a machine 

would be able to do automatically. It may be suggested that one could claim that just 

clicking on a button and sharing another user’s tweet is an indolent way of interacting, as 

the findings show that it is a tool all the Fortune 500 companies featured in the sample 

employ. Meaning that, the retweet technique is and can be used without having a real 

strategy for it. 
 

Lastly, it can be discussed, whether the combinations of communication tools present in 

the tweets have been placed appropriately according to the theoretical framework for each 

of the reconceptualized models. For instance, retweets have been, despite their dialogic 

potential, argued as just another one-way information dissemination in previous research 

(Lovejoy et al., 2012:316). Nevertheless, retweets fit the theoretical framework of what 
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an unbalanced dialogue entails, as the very minimum of a conversation takes place when 

retweeting. Additionally, it is necessary to stress that in order for the reconceptualized 

models to be mutually exclusive, one tweet cannot be both balanced dialogue and unbal-

anced monologue at the same time. As previous research has indicated, the communica-

tion tools, which a social media channel like Twitter offers, can be interpreted as tools 

meant for creating either monologue or dialogue (e.g. Lovejoy et al., 2012). However, as 

it is explained earlier in the master thesis, it is how these tools are used together in combi-

nation that determines the communicative purpose of the message. In other words, the 

tools can be combined either to simply underline a monologue or to generate interaction 

between an organization and its publics. 
 

5.3.3	  A	  mix	  of	  the	  reconceptualized	  models	  

The empirical illustrations show that organizations, like the Fortune 500 companies, are 

taking advantage of more than one of the strategies/models, based on how the reconcep-

tualization has been established. Organizations are for example at one point sending 

tweets with text and a hyperlink (i.e. balanced monologue tweets) and at other times they 

are engaging in conversation by responding and addressing questions to their publics in 

other tweets (i.e. balanced dialogue tweets). It is hard to argue, whether an organization 

successfully can use more than model, as long as it is not at the same time, as the recon-

ceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models has only been examined in 

this thesis. What defines a successful way of doing so? Is for instance the retail Fortune 

500 company Walmart successfully engaging with its publics or not? According to the 

reconceptualization and the operational measures, Walmart is the closest one gets to a 

company with a balanced dialogue model communication strategy of the 44 Fortune 500 

companies featured in the sample. In other words, their strategy includes components that 

even Grunig has argued as the ideal way of communicating on social media, and that is: 

balanced communication between an organization and its publics. It is worth adding that 

a company like Walmart has been found to have a communication strategy, which is pre-

dominantly dialogic, meaning that the second most used model by Walmart is the unbal-

anced dialogue model, as it was recognized in the conceptual illustrations. Walmart is in 

short balancing between engaging in an unbalanced and balanced dialogue, which indi-

cates that they want to interact, it is just not always balanced. One may argue that this is 



Charlotte Rex – #Upgrading Grunig & Hunt 

	   70 

because they are interacting when it is relevant for the company to interact instead of do-

ing it every time, and so the results seem to be a mix of balanced and unbalanced dia-

logue. In this way they ensure reliability and balance in the conversation, however merely 

when they find it is necessary. 
 

It could also be argued that a way for an organization to follow more than one communi-

cation strategy on Twitter, i.e. “mix the reconceptualized models”, could be by following 

Bank of America’s example and do as they have done: separate the communication after 

topics (i.e. have more than one Twitter account). In this way, organizations have the op-

portunity to both talk out as well as interact with and listen to their publics. By separating 

the communication in this way, organizations first of all reduce the risk of cluttering us-

ers’ Twitter feed with “unnecessary information” and offer Twitter users to only receive 

the information that they find essential. Organizations thereby show additional willing-

ness to communicate under the users’ circumstances, repertoire and so on. It would also 

give organizations better control of when, where and what is communicated about the 

organization. However, operating on Twitter in this manner may not be applicable for all 

companies. An organization like Walmart for instance, might want to consider dividing 

its Twitter activity into two profiles – for instance one profile sharing balanced mono-

logue messages and another profile engaging in balanced dialogue – as it is a retail com-

pany, where interacting with its publics (i.e. its customers), is supposed to be a high prior-

ity. Assuming that Walmart’s publics are the everyday people, who are very active on 

social media and use it in their daily life. Yet, stating as Walmart have done that the com-

pany is available 24/7 (see appendix 3) seems a little exaggerated, but then again this 

clearly highlights how fast moving social media is: a platforms that never sleep. It must 

be a very costly strategy to be available 24/7 and create a balanced dialogue all the time 

and the communication may therefore also be affected according to this. It is an invest-

ment to want to interact with publics on social media. 
 

While change may not be for everyone, it is clear that public relations strategies and mod-

els, which focus on manipulation and persuasion, are not suitable for social media. For 

example Morsing and Schultz (2006) argue in their paper on CSR communication the 

important of presenting the truth, which for example Grunig and Hunt’s “propaganda” 

public relations model does not (Morsing & Schultz, 2006:236). The results of examining 
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tweets from Fortune 500 companies show that communication between an organization 

and its publics are moving towards more dialogic tendencies. Nevertheless, it is important 

to stress that dissimilarities in worldviews is necessary consideration, when communi-

cating with publics. Yet, establishing an understanding of what the organization wants to 

achieve with its communication on social media, seems to be something that organiza-

tions are still missing. It can be argued that if publics are offered an idea of what they can 

expect from an organization’s Twitter account, they will follow. In short, define a strategy 

(i.e. “voice”) that fits the company and try to stick to it. The reconceptualized models 

established in this master thesis and the theoretical framework, which these are based on, 

could provide a foundation for establishing such a strategy. As Cooren and colleagues 

argue: “Communication organizes; it creates order out of potential disorder” (Cooren et 

al., 2011:1160). 
 

5.4	  Communication	  and	  dialogue	  on	  Twitter	  

Social media is a concept that is unquestionably in continuous flux and within the field of 

public relations practitioners have social media fever (Grunig, 2009:1). There are con-

stantly new updates and changes happening in regards to what one can do on these plat-

forms. So how does an organization manage to stay stable on Twitter without disappear-

ing in the crowd? How does one create a consistent communication strategy for some-

thing as modern as social media? 
 

What drives the “micro-blogging” community of Twitter is the constitution of conversa-

tion and network through tweeting and following (Safko & Brake, 2009:266). When we 

do not feel that the content of the tweets are relevant to us, we can simply choose to un-

follow (i.e. stop receiving tweets from this user). The users have the power of the com-

munication on Twitter (Safko & Brake, 2009:266). If a user feels that an organization is 

“spamming” them with what they feel is unnecessary information, they will “end” the 

relationship there. What differentiates “micro-blogging” sites like Twitter, from conven-

tional blogging, is supposedly the idea that there is less pressure to update on “micro-

blogging” platforms like Twitter. You tweet when you feel like it, and some find this 

more enjoyable (Safko & Brake, 2009:266). However, in regards to organizational com-

munication on Twitter, it is difficult to argue that an organization can “tweet when it feels 
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like it”. An organization operates according to timeframes, plans, strategies and so on, 

and spontaneity may backfire. Accuracy in what is communicated may be a more im-

portant factor to consider for an organization than to an individual, and therefore con-

sistency in posting is an appropriate factor to contemplate on for organizations. 

 
It may be argued that on social media it is in many ways basically about creating ideas 

that get people talking. Good ideas are shared quickly between people because technology 

enables fast sharing. In conversations and journalism today it is likely to have media, es-

pecially social media, included in it (Hallam, 2013:84-85). It means that social media is 

inevitable in many ways and it can be argued that Grunig and Hunt models were created 

in a different time and under different circumstances, and it is time to move their public 

relations models into the 21st century. An attempt at doing so has been done with this 

master thesis. Public relations departments are moving up within the organization and 

have a large impact on, what organizations say to and do with its publics and their opin-

ions. Being such a fast sharing channel as social media is, ordinary people can quickly 

comment on and criticize messages just with the click of a button. Once the message is 

out there, no one can predict where it will end up. An advantage of social media for the 

public relations department is, however, the chance to talk more frequently and less for-

mally with for example journalists and thereby furnace stronger relations. 
 

It can be argued that because of the modernized media setting of today, the development 

of social media has created new meaning of two things: (1) the ability to pack the news in 

a comprehensible way with as much detail and media as possible (i.e. as tweets on Twitter 

highlights) and (2) an understanding of Big Data and how it can be used in the long run 

and to get ahead (see Schroeder, 2014). This means that organizations need to have an 

understanding of social media and its tools in order to be able to take advantage of it. As 

the reconceptualization suggests, there are different ways to communicate. Though, as the 

empirical illustrations imply dialogic communication strategies might not be relevant for 

everyone, but being on social media simply because everyone else is, is not an ideal strat-

egy for an organization to follow either. One may argue that businesses within for exam-

ple the pharmaceutical industry may not want to focus on creating a conversation with its 

publics on social media in the same way as for example businesses within the retail indus-

try. For some industries dialogic communication is more relevant to focus on than for 
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others. It can be argued that, understanding social media networks is undeniably crucial, 

since understanding these networks can help organizations become even better at utilizing 

these technologies (see Schroeder, 2014). In this way organizations can better secure ac-

curacy in what it being communicated and whom the message reaches. 

 
Findings from previous research suggest that the quality of organization-publics relation-

ships is induced by an organization’s level of Twitter interactivity (Saffer et al., 2013: 

213). With the right strategy an organization can construct strategic relationships with 

publics, as level of interactivity is controlled by the organization (Saffer et al., 2013:214). 

Yet, the question of what a more interactive Twitter account requires, needs to be consid-

ered and answered first, before organizations continue with strategy building. Stressing 

the importance of continuing with caution and with an understanding of what the bounda-

ries are. One reason being the fast dissemination of information that the Internet offers, as 

this reduces the control with what is communicated and therefore it can be argued that it 

is highly important for organizations to have shaped a strategy before moving forward 

and entering the world of social media. Social media is, however, not always a good thing 

for an organization, and when it comes to organizational communication. Communication 

about the organization can for instance backfire and get unmanageable to an extreme, 

where the organization is trapped and by no means can retain it. Greenpeace, for instance, 

managed last year with the power of social media to pressure LEGO to end their collabo-

ration with Shell3.  
 

If the goal of an organization being on Twitter is to frequently communicate with other 

Twitter users (i.e. in the end its publics), it requires dedication, more time and resources 

in order for an organization to be able to maintain dialogic and interactive communication 

via social media sites (Saffer et al., 2013:214). Building organization-public relationships 

online is part of securing the organization through text and in conversation. Especially 

since Twitter, as well as other social networking sites, gives a more direct way for an or-

ganization to interact with its publics (Saffer et al., 2013:213).  
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 For more information: http://www.greenpeace.org/international/en/news/Blogs/makingwaves/save-the-
arctic-lego-dumpsshell/ 
blog/50917/ 
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In the light of CCO, Twitter is the perfect platform for an organization to give itself a 

“voice” to the outside world and communicate with publics, i.e. by being both sender and 

receiver of messages on Twitter an organization can constitute itself in both text and con-

versation. However, the empirical illustrations show that the majority of the Fortune 500 

companies featured in the sample do it in an unbalanced way. In the spirit of Grunig the 

perfect scenario is creating more balanced messages in order for it to lead to interaction. 

No user would want to talk to an organization, which gives the impression that the organ-

ization is better and higher-positioned than the user. However, as Saffer and colleagues 

stress it: “A rational interpretation of these results will acknowledge that there is more to 

a relationship than 140 characters can communicate” (Saffer et al., 2013:215). As it might 

seem difficult to communicate meaningfully with only 140 characters or less, users on 

Twitter have discovered ways to get the most out of each tweet, simply with the help of 

different communication tools (Lovejoy et al., 2012:313). Meaning, if an organization 

manages and understands to use these tools resourcefully, it can communicate better with 

its publics on social media. 
 

To create and keep conversations going on Twitter is, however, not without challenges. 

People are starting to feel overwhelmed with all the data social media has to offer, and 

people are getting sick of the “what I had for dinner” messages (i.e. social media messag-

es where people check into restaurants, show pictures of what they had for dinner etc.) 

(Safko & Brake, 2009:267-268). We are exposing ourselves to too much technological 

“noise” and some are even beginning to feel “too” linked (Safko & Brake, 2009:267). In 

other words, for an organization to stay relevant and interesting on social media the chal-

lenge is balancing between connecting and staying updated. But how can a company keep 

its relationship with its publics, i.e. users that otherwise feel that they are drowning in 

information? To this question there is no definite answer. Nonetheless, it is beneficial for 

an organization to interact with its publics on social media. Morsing and Schultz under-

lines that a correct image of organizational initiatives, which are to be claimed as repre-

sentation of the organization in messages, will profit from a positive third-party valida-

tion, i.e. external people expressing their backing of a given initiative by the organization 

(Morsing & Schultz, 2006:334). This idea is part of their “stakeholder involvement strat-

egy”, which they argue is an ideal and that focusing on involving stakeholders is neces-
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sary for businesses (Morsing & Schultz, 2006:336). In the light of the master thesis, this 

means that organizations can benefit from “thirdness” endorsement (see Schoeneborn et 

al., 2014). By retweeting the organization’s tweet, for instance, the user thereby show 

acknowledgement of what the organization is expressing, which ultimately can lead to a 

conversation and within the CCO perspective, the organization and its initiatives being 

constituted in communication. Rather than simply being communicated to, publics can 

feel part of the organization, simply by interacting with the organization, even if it is just 

for one conversation. 
 

The empirical illustrations in the master thesis show that Twitter offers communication 

tools that can help create conversation, but also show that when conversation happens, it 

is more or less only the very minimum of a conversation that takes place. It is indeed 

challenging and demanding for organizations to keep the conversation going, and it might 

not always be relevant to do so. Take Target for example, it is another retail company 

featured in the sample, and the findings here differ much from Walmart’s, despite being 

within the same industry. Over 72 % of Target’s tweets are unbalanced dialogue tweets 

and unlike Walmart, Target has no individual representation or signs of “balancing” the 

conversation. They have a very high number of “reply-tweets” (i.e. 1609 tweets contain-

ing a @ and text) clearly indicating that the company replies, but the company does not 

continue the conversation. One might argue that retail companies are among those organi-

zations, which should strongly consider the significance and effect of interacting with 

other users. It was indicated earlier in the master thesis that what makes Twitter especially 

noteworthy for organizations to consider as a communication channel, is the fact that it 

allows for rapid distribution of information as well as the fast exchange of information 

(Lovejoy et al., 2012:313). However, the speed of the information exchange on Twitter is 

intensified by the decline of the message size to easily digestible information pieces. The 

communication tools on Twitter are therefore a means to help organizations move the 

message beyond the 140 characters, which the empirical illustrations amplify, as few of 

the tweets in the sample simply contained only text (see appendix 1). With the emergence 

of social media organizations have been offered new ways to connect with their publics, 

as it allows the organizations to collect immediate feedback about organizational messag-

es and engage in dialogue (Lovejoy et al., 2012:313). 
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In sum, many things can have influence on ways to operate on Twitter. Yet, like many 

other social media channels, Twitter is a channel meant for dialogue. Whether it is with 

friends, people you work with or organizations is up to the individual user. Social media 

channels, like Twitter, are full of potential, opportunities and not least feedback for organ-

izations to take advantage of. But how does an organization do this? It requires a vast 

amount of research to get an understanding of ways to successfully operate on Twitter 

and despite of this, it is unknown whether a planned strategy will work in practice and be 

received as intended. There is a quantity of uncontrollability on the Internet, which gener-

ates a high risk of the communication being ineffective, as well as the fact that publics 

have their own worldviews, which is particularly hard to influence or manipulate, espe-

cially in the 21st century in which we live. 

6.	  Conclusion	  

Individuals are self-creating and the power of whatever messages that they are exposed to 

lies in their own hands. “Micro-blogging” and social media, in general, have established 

forums, where individuals can express their views about everything and everyone, includ-

ing organizations. By organizations engaging in conversation with its publics, these out-

side individuals can temporarily feel as being part of the organization. The technological 

revolution of the Internet allows for publics to be in constant connection with organiza-

tions. The findings of the empirical illustrations, however, demonstrate that not all organ-

izations are engaging in dialogue to create this bond between an organization and its pub-

lics. 
 

With the reconceptualization of Grunig and Hunt’s public relations models the field of 

public relations has been offered new opportunities to move away from the original, and 

perhaps outdated, public relations models by Grunig and Hunt. By concentrating on 

whether the communication is balanced or unbalanced and whether it is a monologue or a 

dialogue, the models have possibly been made more suitable for public relations in the 

21st century. The new established theoretical framework emphasizes the concept of an 

organization as having the ability to communicate with its environment through its the 

authorized agents – both human and non-human – that communicate “on behalf of” the 

organization. The findings, however, show that there is room for improvement, when it 
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comes to communicational strategies on social media in particular. Organizations like, the 

Fortune 500 company Walmart, for instance, may consider separating its Twitter accounts 

into two, as it is drowning in a mix of balanced and unbalanced dialogues. There is a risk 

the term “organization” may lose its significance if, as James R. Taylor has uttered it, the 

organization does not appear as if it is talking with one voice or operating in agreement at 

any one moment. Social media platforms like Twitter offer communication tools, which 

an organization can combine in numerous ways, depending on its communication strate-

gy, and use to communicate with its publics. The master thesis underlines that organiza-

tions have an opportunity to utilize the opinions that publics are expressing on social me-

dia to communicate clearer and better and in the end create mutual understanding and 

meaning making. 
 

There seems to be a growing importance of social media in the business world and this 

master thesis, like previous research amplifies this belief. The Fortune 500 companies 

featured in the sample are large and leading companies in the US and are those that drive 

the American economy. The findings clearly illustrate that these companies show a will-

ingness to interact more transparently with their publics through new technologies, like 

the social media platform Twitter. It will however, be interesting to observe, how these 

companies continue to adopt the tools of social media within the public relations and or-

ganizational communication perspectives and how organizations connect in new ways 

with their publics. 
 

6.1	  Limitations	  

A clear limitation is that the master thesis only empirically illustrates the established theo-

retical framework on a fraction of the 500 Fortune 500 companies, as well as only one of 

the many social media channels that exists. There is still a vast amount of Fortune 500 

companies, whose communication on social media is worth examining too. However, it is 

also significant to take into consideration whether perhaps smaller organizations are better 

at communicating within the concepts of the balanced dialogue model, than the large 

Fortune 500 companies, since smaller organizations have fewer followers (i.e. publics) to 

communicate with, and thereby fewer people that the organization needs to satisfy. 
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Furthermore, the number of private, direct messages made by the organizations was not 

measured, as these messages are not accessible, as the word private indicates. Direct mes-

sages are a feature on Twitter that also is communication between an organization and its 

publics. However, talking in “private” highlights the way of interacting, where there is 

something that not everyone should read. 
 

6.2	  Practical	  and	  theoretical	  implications	  

Like previous research, this master thesis extends the examination of the dialogic possi-

bilities to online public relations communication by reconceptualizing Grunig and Hunt’s 

public relations models, and empirically illustrating the perspectives from the models on 

the increasingly popular communication platform: Twitter. Overall, the findings both 

support as well as contradict, the general trend within communication via digital media, 

as well as dialogic literature which states that organizations are under-utilizing the dialog-

ic potential of social networking sites, like Twitter, and are treating them like old-

fashioned traditional media. However, the findings of this thesis illustrate in relation to 

the reconceptualization that organizations are moving towards more dialogic online 

communication strategies. 
 

Social media has reduced the communicative space between organizations and their pub-

lics, which allows publics to instantly answer to corporate communication. The interac-

tion and co-creation are both issues identified as important to the publics of today. Still, it 

is interesting that Fortune 500 companies do not seem to implement clear communication 

strategies within the Twitter environment, which stress that companies are both dialogue 

and monologue in their communication. This suggests that the concepts of the communi-

cative constitution of organizations in many ways are aligned, when applied to the field of 

public relations and give an enhanced look at online communication on Twitter. 
 

For public relations practitioners and organizations, which are operating on Twitter and 

other social media sites, these theoretical implications indicate some practical implica-

tions. Like Rybalko & Seltzer (2010) and other previous research on the topic of social 

media and public relations, the findings of this master thesis support the significance of 

positioning the social media communication tools in the hands of the fittingly tutored 

public relations practitioners. They are considered the have been appropriately instructed 



Charlotte Rex – #Upgrading Grunig & Hunt 

	   79 

in how to utilize these tools for creating dialogue and should understand what practicing a 

balanced dialogue model involves. It is demanding, as this would require monitoring 

Twitter for all communication about the organization as well as the Twitter employees 

having an understanding of what the boundaries are to create a dialogue. Nevertheless, the 

dialogic potential of Twitter should be utilized and organizations should not use Twitter 

as another traditional media channel, through which publics for example can receive ad-

vertisements and press releases. 
 

6.3	  Future	  research	  

In addition to future research addressing the limitations presented in the above, new re-

search needs to be conducted to study other lengths of Twitter. The theoretical framework 

that has been presented in this master thesis should in particularly be examined further, by 

empirically illustrating it on more data, to see if the reconceptualized models can be veri-

fied as working in other settings, than simply on Twitter. For instance non-profit, for-

profit, and government sectors’ use of Twitter should be compared in order to discover 

whether there are variations in these organizations’ Twitter communication strategies. It 

should also be considered if the constituent of culture has an impact on ways of com-

municating on social media or if the globalization has taken over. Public relations re-

search in the context of social media should also turn further to study online publics’ 

communication behavior, so as to gather additional comprehension of their communica-

tion preferences. 
 

Lastly, future research may also consider exploring the time factor as well as the industry 

factor further and see if there is a clear pattern, when it comes to how the companies use 

the different kinds of tweets. The sample featured in this master thesis only offers a small 

portion of many of the Fortune 500 companies’ tweets. Nevertheless, the empirical illus-

trations in this master thesis give an indication of how some of US’ biggest organizations 

communicate on Twitter. The time factor and industry factor have been touched upon, but 

have not been examined in detail. 
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8.	  Appendices	  	  
	  
8.1	  Appendix	  1 – Overview according to combinations 
	  

	  
	  

Nr Company tweetCount noURLhashorAT onlyAT onlyURL only?
1 Walmart 3200 0 976 15 0
2 exxonmobil 1462 206 20 426 6
3 Chevron 3200 5 665 120 3
4 Phillips66Co 266 9 2 131 1
5 GM 3200 42 653 97 0
6 generalelectric 3200 11 1041 50 5
7 Ford 3191 39 660 100 18
8 FannieMae 1030 20 78 317 0
9 McKesson 1028 7 31 274 0
10 HP 3199 1 358 84 1
11 Verizon 3198 10 61 97 1
12 CEShealth 1022 9 40 8 4
13 jpmorgan 853 31 55 31 1
14 Chase 3198 3 1563 13 0
15 cardinalhealth 1215 11 364 113 3
16 IBM 2286 7 34 580 1
17 bankofamerica 7 0 5 0 0
18 kroger 3198 15 1309 96 11
19 ExpressScripts 1789 19 149 347 2
20 WellsFargo 3199 19 666 103 7
21 Citi 3196 14 35 83 1
22 ADMupdates 170 2 1 134 0
23 ProcterGamble 3194 34 577 476 6
24 PrudentialNews 947 238 61 178 15
25 Boeing 3199 18 269 29 0
26 FreddieMac 3196 91 246 938 4
27 Healthcare_ABC 503 9 14 47 0
28 HomeDepot 3196 14 702 101 3
29 Microsoft 3199 8 481 173 42
30 Target 3197 18 1609 97 12
31 Walgreens 3190 117 504 320 78
32 AIGinsurance 833 59 58 108 4
33 INTLFCStone 3039 314 20 2264 8
34 MetLife 1773 13 537 242 25
35 JNJNews 3196 16 527 95 3
36 CaterpillarInc 2551 147 114 1101 9
37 PepsiCo 3200 14 1130 98 5
38 StateFarm 3197 13 1783 217 6
39 conocophillips 2654 29 145 406 6
40 comcast 3108 4 56 359 0
41 WellPoint 2356 11 27 203 3
42 pfizer 1654 67 45 651 9
43 amazon 2677 17 40 1409 2
44 UTC 2640 15 32 193 0
45 Sum 103006 1746 17743 12924 305
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only1Hashtag more2Hashtag URL&Hashtag URL&at at&quest at&quest&URL
2 0 15 486 1306 141
10 2 215 71 0 3
7 33 465 816 21 26
2 0 26 17 0 0

145 15 70 691 118 38
27 12 116 196 355 13

219 38 374 167 90 25
37 19 117 86 22 13
20 3 61 72 0 4
3 8 467 274 77 80
25 43 784 246 10 48
81 40 105 28 4 8
57 60 125 48 3 1
26 13 78 225 94 18
88 6 124 84 4 2
10 23 280 290 3 49
0 0 0 0 2 0
67 60 308 106 217 34
43 10 260 226 6 9
45 50 488 254 28 55
93 112 654 102 2 17
1 0 13 8 0 0
90 32 245 233 54 22

220 29 66 22 7 5
77 69 338 148 11 11
9 0 32 951 14 45
13 14 90 57 28 4
50 83 640 140 128 18
13 1 189 251 316 34
33 14 178 364 191 19
95 28 119 77 120 489
73 1 141 72 6 5
16 8 213 13 2 3
48 4 97 134 263 89
79 138 557 227 34 17

133 34 308 227 16 9
28 3 48 105 452 26
8 1 63 67 547 17
33 33 742 198 16 15
17 6 420 612 8 29
37 8 358 447 5 111
94 46 220 95 3 22
4 0 214 254 3 18
7 6 159 150 7 10

2185 1105 10582 9337 4593 1602



Charlotte Rex – #Upgrading Grunig & Hunt 

	   86 

	  

at&quest&hashtag quest&URL&hashtag at&quest&hashtag&URL at&hashtag&URL
40 2 22 145
3 33 6 132
11 43 61 766
1 4 3 19
27 7 37 611

556 44 19 397
59 89 32 299
2 18 5 18
3 9 3 68
63 213 203 958
14 166 186 1102

117 14 25 168
21 21 7 123
59 20 29 273
13 33 7 75
5 55 60 463
0 0 0 0
39 155 39 231
11 31 6 121
28 158 123 624

101 113 112 646
0 0 0 5
22 31 48 364
1 9 3 8
7 11 44 1296
1 4 6 53
1 11 2 115
52 206 35 276
68 21 20 336
33 56 35 122
80 42 24 132
4 28 7 43
4 4 0 5
6 55 10 38
17 47 37 562
13 43 11 96
18 16 13 101
79 30 4 26
8 163 45 547
7 48 30 532
8 116 117 418
5 49 17 129
2 57 11 40
17 13 37 326

1626 2288 1541 12809
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quest&hashtag quest&URL at&hashtag RTCount mean_at
0 5 34 11 0.987770460959548
4 35 18 272 0.212605042016807
6 18 116 18 0.780012570710245
0 12 3 36 0.195652173913043
2 7 429 211 0.871194379391101
27 22 219 90 0.89903536977492
23 49 305 605 0.633023975251353
2 109 14 153 0.271379703534778
2 16 26 429 0.345575959933222
2 41 348 18 0.742219427852876
22 16 72 295 0.599035480537375
16 2 217 136 0.68510158013544
12 1 98 158 0.512230215827338
3 4 234 543 0.939736346516008
41 8 162 77 0.624780316344464
3 59 48 316 0.483248730964467
0 0 0 0 1
89 44 273 105 0.726802457161332
6 63 40 440 0.421052631578947
56 67 266 162 0.673032597958512
53 5 393 660 0.555205047318612
0 1 3 2 0.101190476190476
11 36 333 580 0.632364192807957
9 28 18 30 0.136314067611778
7 1 306 557 0.791824375473126
0 85 22 695 0.534986005597761
3 4 36 55 0.573660714285714
50 61 306 331 0.578359511343805
16 8 165 1057 0.780112044817927
27 29 218 142 0.848117839607201
86 89 489 301 0.662859120803046
14 6 56 148 0.366423357664234
0 15 15 135 0.0213498622589532
50 116 16 30 0.627079747561675
9 6 252 573 0.637819290888296
10 93 138 49 0.249400479616307
6 27 991 119 0.920480363518338
8 39 170 119 0.87491877842755
22 115 79 52 0.404688700999231
4 23 51 902 0.600634632819583
12 56 44 375 0.594144371529531
15 71 60 56 0.235294117647059
3 194 9 400 0.165568730786122
0 8 76 1584 0.620265151515151

731 1694 7168 13027 0.667331354584968
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mean_hashtag mean_URL
0.0874882408278457 0.260583254938852
0.598319327731092 0.773949579831933
0.98051539912005 0.727529855436832
0.339130434782609 0.921739130434783
0.616259618601539 0.52124456339913
0.488745980707395 0.27556270096463
0.723511214230472 0.438901778808971
0.419612314709236 0.778791334093501
0.449081803005008 0.846410684474123
104.809.808.236.404 0.72933039924552
162.659.317.946.951 0.911126420943851
134.198.645.598.194 0.404063205417607
111.654.676.258.993 0.513669064748201
0.370621468926554 0.248587570621469
0.56414762741652 0.391915641476274
0.693401015228426 0.931979695431472

0 0
0.571290009699321 0.327513740704817
0.524091919940697 0.787991104521868
0.914059927560092 0.616397760948304
167.350.157.728.707 0.682965299684543
0.148809523809524 0.958333333333333
0.593343534812548 0.556618209640398
0.463467829880044 0.347873500545256
170.741.862.225.587 0.710825132475397
0.0583766493402639 0.845261895241903
0.973214285714286 0.736607142857143
101.675.392.670.157 0.515532286212914
0.441643323996265 0.481792717086835
0.279541734860884 0.294599018003273
0.499134648667359 0.447213568708896
0.607299270072993 0.598540145985402
0.127410468319559 0.866735537190083
0.209982788296041 0.448078026391279
104.041.174.227.983 0.590163934426229
0.400079936051159 0.754596322941647
0.412203829925349 0.140863356053229
0.153021442495127 0.150422352176738
104.919.292.851.653 0.857417371252882
0.674524025385313 0.93064369900272
0.749116607773852 0.921756688541141
0.566332916145181 0.784730913642053
0.173913043478261 0.964866051822574
0.928977272727273 0.848484848484849
0.677972487433723 0.601527250673111
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8.2	  Appendix	  2 – Overview according to reconceptualised models in tweets and percent 
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8.3	  Appendix	  3 – Overview of the 44 Fortune 500 companies Twitter Profiles 
	  

Red = "individual representation" 

Blue = "customer service/support" 

Green = "other social networking site or other 
conversational indication" 
	  
OBS! The numbers presented in the overview below may have changed and increased 
since the data was gathered (i.e. it was gathered on May 20, 2015).    
	  
	  

Company 
Name Industry About text 

Fol-
lowers 

Total  
nr of 
Tweets  

Tweet 
within 
24h 

Retweet 
within 
24h 

Replied 
to tweet 
within 
24h 

Nr of 
Tweet 
in 
sam-
ple 

Walmart Retail 

Save Money, Live 
Better. Follow us 
to learn about tips, 
solutions & limited 
time specials! 
Tweet us 
@Walmart - we're 
here to help and 
provide inspiration 
24/7! 664000 341000 Yes No Yes 3200 

Exxon Mo-
bile Oil&Gas 

The official Twit-
ter page of Exxon 
Mobil Corporation. 
Continue the con-
versation at 
http://exxonmobilp
erspectives.com . 
Direct all inquiries 
to 
http://exxonmobil.
com/contactus . 131000 3400 Yes Yes No 1462 
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Chevron Oil&Gas 

Tweets from the 
Chevron commu-
nications team. 
Join us on 
http://Facebook.co
m/Chevron . 211000 10000 Yes Yes Yes 3200 

Phillips 66 Oil&Gas 

Official Twitter 
account of Phillips 
66. 4369 468 No No No 266 

General Mo-
tors 

Auto-
motive 

Bringing GM in-
formation to Twit-
ter one tweet at a 
time from 
@philcolley (^PC), 
@psullivan85 
(^PS), @40RC 
(^RC) and 
@Mollyb9009 
(^MB). 411000 11500 Yes Yes Yes 3200 

General 
Electric 

Conglo-
merate 

GE imagines 
things others don’t, 
builds things 
others can’t and 
delivers outcomes 
that can move, 
power, build and 
cure the world. 328000 78500 Yes No Yes 3200 

Ford Motor 
Auto-
motive 

Our mission is to 
deliver great pro-
ducts and make the 
world a better pla-
ce. Go Further. 
http://social.ford.c
om . 719000 17400 Yes Yes No 3191 
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Fannie Mae 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Fannie Mae enab-
les people to buy, 
refinance or rent a 
home. To find out 
more, visit us at 
http://www.fannie
mae.com/progress . 
(Legal: 
http://bit.ly/fmlega
l ) 21800 2251 Yes Yes Yes 1030 

McKesson 
Pharma-
ceutical 

McKesson helps 
health care provi-
ders improve busi-
ness health and 
deliver better care 
to patients. 9219 1856 Yes No No 1028 

Hewlett-
Packard 

Com-puter 
& IT 

Find us on Snap-
chat: hp_snaps ----
---- Born in a gara-
ge. Gone global. 
#MakeitMatter 
with innovation & 
technology for 
you. 896000 33700 Yes Yes Yes 3199 

Verizon 
Com-
munications 

Tele-
communi-
cations and 
media 

Problem-solvers, 
engineers, and in-
novators connec-
ting millions of 
people, companies 
and communities 
every day. For 
assistance: 
@VZWSupport & 
@VerizonSupport 284000 17600 Yes Yes No 3198 
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CESHealth Health-care 

Join UnitedHealth-
care as we uncover 
innovations that 
enable healthier 
living at 
@IntlCES. Visit 
http://www.uhginn
ovation.com  for 
more information. 
#CES2014 
#DHCES 1190 1023 

PROT-
ECTED 
could 
not 
access!     1022 

JP Morgan  

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Official Twitter 
account for the 
latest company 
news and updates 
from Asset Mana-
gement, Private 
Banking, and the 
Corporate and In-
vestment Bank. 
Learn more at 
jpmorgan.com.  118000 2331 Yes Yes Yes 853 

Chase 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Official handle for 
Chase, managed by 
Mere (^MK), Jess 
(^JS) and Jaclyn 
(^JD). For custo-
mer support: 
@ChaseSupport. 
http://bit.ly/Chase
TermsConditions 
… 303000 17300 Yes Yes Yes 3198 

Cardinal 
Health 

Pharma-
ceutical 

The news handle 
for Cardinal Health 
on Twitter, provi-
ding up-to-date 
info and announ-
cements from the 
public relations 
team. For Twitter 
disclaimer click: 7176 2332 Yes No No 1215 
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Inter-
national 
Business 
Machines 
(IBM) 

Com-puter 
& IT 

Official IBM Twit-
ter account. Mana-
ged by Brittany 
Detamore and Ka-
tie Keating. Fol-
lows the IBM So-
cial Computing 
Guidelines. 195000 3924 Yes No No 2286 

Bank of 
America 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Our official hand-
les: @BofA_News 
@MerrillLynch 
@USTrust 
@BofA_Communi
ty @BofA_Help 
@BofA_Tips 
@BofA_Careers. 
For important 
disclosures please 
click: 
 
Everywhere · soci-
al.bankofamerica.c
om 9700 7 No No No 7 

Kroger Retail 

Great Food. Low 
Prices. Follow us 
for special offers, 
digital coupons, 
community upda-
tes, recipes and 
more. 90000 8831 Yes No Yes 3198 

Express 
Scripts Hol-
ding 

Pharma-
ceutical, 
Health-care 

We make the use 
of prescription 
drugs safer and 
more affordable 
for millions of 
Americans. 15300 2702 Yes Yes No 1789 
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Wells Fargo 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Welcome to Wells 
Fargo’s Twitter 
page. We provide 
financial educati-
on, community 
news & more. For 
questions please 
contact us at Soci-
alme-
dia@wellsfargo.co
m 156000 7401 Yes Yes Yes 3199 

Citigroup 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Official account of 
Citi. Believing in 
people & their 
ideas. For over 200 
years. Around the 
world. Learn more: 
http://citi.com/prog
ress  Customer 
service: @AskCiti 450000 10800 Yes Yes No 3196 

Archer Da-
niels Mid-
land 

Food pro-
ces-sing, 
com-
modities 

Every day, the 
30,000 people of 
ADM connect the 
harvest to the ho-
me and transform 
crops into products 
that serve vital 
needs for food and 
energy. 1564 238 No No No 170 

Procter & 
Gamble 

Con-sumer 
goods 

our home for the 
latest news & info 
about P&G (Proc-
ter & Gamble) and 
our #pgfamily of 
trusted brands. 
Improving 
everyday life since 
1837. #procterga-
mble $PG 114000 5048 Yes Yes Yes 3194 
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Prudential 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

 
Official account 
for the latest news 
about Prudential 
Financial. Visit 
http://www.pruden
tial.com  for ac-
counts or products. 
Please read: 
http://bit.ly/1xbirF
6  9890 1542 Yes Yes No 947 

Boeing 

Aero-
space, De-
fense 

Boeing has a tradi-
tion of aerospace 
leadership and 
innovation, and is 
committed to inve-
sting in the com-
munities where our 
people work and 
live worldwide. 238000 3757 No No No 3199 

Freddie Mac 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

We are supporting 
the nation's hou-
sing recovery by 
keeping mortgage 
markets open, pre-
venting foreclo-
sures and provi-
ding economic 
relief to homeow-
ners. 39100 4493 Yes Yes No 3196 

Healthca-
re_ABC 

Pharma-
ceutical, 
Health-care 

AmerisourceBer-
gen - one of the 
largest pharma-
ceutical services 
companies serving 
US, Canada & 
select global mar-
kets, focusing on 
the pharmaceutical 
supply chain 656 858 Yes No No 503 
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Home Depot Retail 

Let's do what it 
takes to go from 
to-do to done. Get 
the latest tips and 
tricks to unleash 
the doer in you. 
Tell us what pro-
ject you are wor-
king on! #Lets-
DoThis 284000 19100 Yes No Yes 3196 

Microsoft 
Com-puter 
& IT 

The official Twit-
ter page for Micro-
soft consumer pro-
ducts and your 
source for major 
announcements 
and events. 6.5 mio  10800 Yes Yes No 3199 

Target Retail 

140 characters or 
less of deals, tips, 
talk & exclusives. 
Got a guest service 
question? 
@AskTarget 

1.62 
mio 20200 Yes 

Yes  
(but 
their 
own) Yes 3197 

Walgreen 
Co. Retail 

Walgreens is the 
nation’s largest 
drugstore chain 
with more than 
8,000 locations in 
the U.S. and Puer-
to Rico. We strive 
to help people get, 
stay and live well. 904000 34500 Yes No Yes 3190 
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American 
Inter-
national 
Group Insurance 

Welcome to the 
official AIG page. 
A leading insuran-
ce company ser-
ving 100+ coun-
tries—learn about 
us, our insurance 
products, sponsor-
ships & events. 25600 1830 Yes No No 833 

INTL 
FCStone 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Commodity Risk 
Management: 
Grains & Oilseeds, 
Metals, Securities, 
Energy, Dairy, 
Renewable Fuels, 
Softs, Meats & 
Livestock, Forest 
Products, Curren-
cies 5254 5967 Yes No No 3039 

MetLife 

Banking or 
financial 
services 

Helping customers 
around the world 
with insurance, 
annuities and em-
ployee benefits. 
For terms and con-
ditions visit 
http://metlife.com/
socialterms  25000 3349 No No Yes 1773 

Johnson & 
Johnson 

Pharma-
ceutical, 
Medical 
Equip-ment 

Updates and in-
formation for the 
media from our 
Corporate Com-
munication team 
via Devon Eyer 
(^DE) and Susan 
Rucci (^SR). 105000 6591 Yes 

Yes  
(but 
their 
own) No 3196 
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Caterpillar 

Heavy 
Equip-
ment, En-
gines, Fi-
nancial 
services 

For 90 years, Ca-
terpillar Inc. has 
been making susta-
inable progress 
possible and driv-
ing positive change 
on every continent. 69300 4059 Yes Yes No 2551 

PepsiCo 

Beve-
rages, 
Chips 

The official home 
for PepsiCo news, 
product informati-
on and event co-
verage on Twitter. 
Tweet us and say 
hello! 222000 21800 Yes No No 3200 

State Farm 
Insurance 
Cos. Insurance 

Official State Farm 
Twitter, run by the 
State Farm social 
team. Providing 
news & assistance 
from our HQ in 
Bloomington. 70000 28600 Yes No Yes 3197 

Conoco 
Phillips Oil&Gas 

We exist to power 
civilization - 
Tweets from the 
ConocoPhillips 
communications 
team 77400 3133 Yes No No 2654 

Comcast 

Telecom-
munica-
tions and 
media 

Shaping the future 
at the intersection 
of media & techno-
logy. 77800 5555 Yes Yes No 3108 
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WellPoint 
(name chan-
ge to: An-
them) Health-care 

Anthem, Inc. is 
one of the largest 
health benefits 
companies in the 
country. Go to 
@askAnthem for 
customer service. 
RTs do not equal 
endorsements. 4744 3422 No No No 2356 

pfizer 
Pharma-
ceutical 

The official corpo-
rate Twitter feed 
for Pfizer Inc., 
makers of prescrip-
tion medicines, 
vaccines and con-
sumer products. 143000 2583 Yes No No 1654 

Amazon 
.com 

E-com-
merce 

Official Twitter of 
http://Amazon.com 
. Contact 
@AmazonHelp for 
customer support. 

1.85 
mio 13400 Yes Yes No 2677 

United Tech-
nologies 

Conglo-
merate 

United Technolo-
gies Corp. (NYSE: 
UTX) provides 
innovative, high-
technology produ-
cts and services for 
the aerospace and 
commercial buil-
ding industries. 18200 3753 Yes 

Yes  
(but 
their 
own) No 2640 
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8.4	  Appendix	  4 – Bank of America’s tweets 
	  

	  
	  
	   	  

 row.names text favorited

1 40562 Follow*@MerrillLynch*for*the*latest*news*and*information*from*Merrill*Lynch FALSE

2 40563 Follow*@USTrust*for*the*latest*news*and*information*from*US*Trust FALSE

3 40564 Follow*@BofA_Tips*for*useful*information*on*managing*your*money,*smart*spending,*and*finding*creative*ways*to*save*every*day FALSE

4 40565 Follow*@BofA_Community*to*see*how*we*are*supporting*communities*&amp;*fueling*economic*growth*in*the*markets*we*serve FALSE

5 40566 Interested*in*a*position*at*BofA?**Follow*@BofA_Careers*for*career*opportunities FALSE

6 40567 Have*a*question?**Follow*@BofA_Help*for*customer*service FALSE

7 40568 Follow*@BofA_News*for*the*latest*news*and*information*about*Bank*of*America FALSE
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8.5	  Appendix	  5 – Example of hyperlink use (profile: ADMUpdates) 
 

 

 row.names text

1 51955 Today,*the*US*celebrates*#NationalAgDay.*Every*day,*ADM*is*proud*to*partner*with*farmers*worldwide*as*we*connect*the*harvest*to*the*home.

2 51956 ADM*to*Build*Specialty*Protein*Plant*in*Campo*Grande,*Brazil*http://t.co/2xLvy3U1ZF

3 51957 ADM*Appoints*Boerm*to*Lead*Grain*Group*http://t.co/IhjB51fQYq

4 51958 ADM*Announces*Management*Appointments*http://t.co/5duMYtOUPs

5 51959 Great*to*catch*up*with*#CNNHero*of*The*Year*Chad*Pregracke*today.*We’re*so*proud*to*partner*with*@LLandW.*http://t.co/5i25tXD3Rm

6 51960 ADM*Names*Juan*R.*Luciano*President*http://t.co/sCmDNpKoAw

7 51961 ADM*to*Present*at*Bank*of*America*Merrill*Lynch*2014*Global*Agriculture*Conference*http://t.co/g3qbGyWTFT

8 51962 ADM*Reports*Strong*Adjusted*Fourth*Quarter*2013*Earnings*of*$0.95*per*Share*http://t.co/tL0qABBoQl

9 51963 ADM*to*Release*Fourth*Quarter*Financial*Results*on*Feb.*4,*2014*http://t.co/ZBaRcna7Gq

10 51964 ADM*Names*Chief*Compliance*Officer*http://t.co/oINfUlanOj

11 51965 ADM*Reaches*FCPA*Settlement*http://t.co/ci0fWPHRsl

12 51966 We’re*supporting*@LLandW*as*they*work*to*clean*U.S.*inland*waterways.*http://t.co/HWAiT7d7yq

13 51967 Zero*incidents,*Zero*injuries*is*our*goal.*#GlobalSafety*See*how*we’re*doing:*http://t.co/MMEPuaXz8Q

14 51968 Results*at*a*glance:*a*twogpage*PDF*of*ADM’s*2013*corporate*responsibility*highlights.*http://t.co/GWuusjPSq8

15 51969 ADM*and*@PHL_Institute*are*helping*farmers*in*the*developing*world*preserve*their*crops:*http://t.co/DkQfTzbOo8

16 51970 ADM*to*Establish*Global*Headquarters*in*Chicago*http://t.co/BNHZLYv3DZ

17 51971 Feeding*the*world*using*less*water*per*unit*of*production:*that’s*our*goal.*http://t.co/W6NQ0QHwGW

18 51972 Feeding*the*world*while*working*to*shrink*our*carbon*footprint.**See*how*we’re*doing*it*http://t.co/nMXCXTWfze

19 51973 ADM’s*Board*of*Directors*Votes*to*Increase*Common*Stock*Dividend*by*26*Percent*http://t.co/qIMygT6kiZ

20 51974 ADM’s*10*new*tugboats*are*helping*us*minimize*our*environmental*impact*http://t.co/1hBmCOVlxk

21 51975 Sustainable*ag.,*education,*environment,*hunger*relief…just*some*of*the*areas*we*support*through*ADM*Cares.*http://t.co/rUzwMWCr2h

22 51976 Using*15%*less*energy*per*unit*of*production:*It’s*our*2020*goal,*and*we’re*well*on*our*way.*http://t.co/mVNwADtgLc

23 51977 With*#ADMSecondCrop,*farmers*can*get*more*value*from*every*acre.*Check*it*out*http://t.co/qUU3aqefAS

24 51978 How*are*sunflower*hulls,*cocoa*shells*and*woodchips*helping*us*meet*our*energy*needs?*Find*out*at*http://t.co/GotTWj0MsB

25 51979 ADM*Cares,*our*social*investment*program,*has*given*$44*million*to*worthy*causes*since*2009.*http://t.co/q8SVg1J1eo

26 51980 We*are*working*with*@AliancadaTerra*to*create*a*more*sustainable*soybean*supply*chain*in*Brazil.*http://t.co/IDq8fKcmXz

27 51981 RT*@PHL_Institute:*.@ADMupdates*On*'who's*who'*in*#postharvest*loss*reduction,*@PHL_Institute*makes*short*list*http://t.co/bpNJgaoQMp

28 51982 Since*2008,*we’ve*cut*our*corn*plants’*water*use*almost*12%*per*unit*of*production.*http://t.co/2HSoqxYco5

29 51983 ADM*and*@PHL_Institute*are*working*to*preserve*more*of*what*the*world*grows*http://t.co/VvfEIa3sSV

30 51984 We’re*helping*cattle*farmers*replace*some*grain*in*their*animals’*diets*with*#ADMSecondCrop.*http://t.co/lV3eVYXu5s

31 51985 ADM*Statement*on*Rejection*of*Its*Application*to*Acquire*GrainCorp*http://t.co/sdd467dY9t

32 51986 ADM*Announces*Package*of*Enhanced*Commitments*for*GrainCorp*Acquisition*http://t.co/lSaixlNsxD

33 51987 Let*us*clear*the*air:*Our*goal*is*a*15%*emissions*reduction*per*unit*of*production*by*2020.*http://t.co/L4uwAfCdmi

34 51988 With*#ADMSecondCrop,*farmers*save*$*by*adding*treated*corn*stalks,*cobs*&amp;*leaves*to*cattle*rations.*http://t.co/FjNq8fDOOT

35 51989 ADM*Employees*Donate*271,715*Pounds*of*Food*to*Those*in*Need*http://t.co/3bapajtAeV

36 51990 We’re*working*to*create*a*more*sustainable*palm*oil*supply*chain*with*@RSPOtweets*http://t.co/z6pG07DfEJ

37 51991 Our*renewable*chemicals*offer*alternatives*to*petroleumgbased*varieties.*Learn*more*http://t.co/flNATVvwu8

38 51992 So*proud*of*#CNNHero*of*The*Year*Chad*@LLandW!*We’re*donating*an*extra*$50K*to*help*his*river*cleanup*efforts*http://t.co/i9n33wemG5

39 51993 ADM*Donations*to*Aid*in*Tornado,*Typhoon*Relief*http://t.co/IrgrXfmxOo

40 51994 The*Mississippi*River*helps*us*serve*vital*needs*around*the*world.*Thanks*to*Chad*@LLandW**#CNNHero*of*the*Year*for*helping*clean*it*up.

41 51995 An*average*of*350*ADM*employees*each*year*help*Chad*@LLandW**#CNNHero*of*the*Year*get*the*trash*out*of*our*rivers*one*piece*at*a*time.

42 51996 Since*2004,*ADM*has*donated*more*than*$1.5*million*to*@LLandW*to*help*clean*up*our*nation's*rivers.*Great*cause*and*great*organization!

43 51997 We’re*aiming*for*a*15%*energygefficiency*improvement*by*2020.*See*how*we’re*doing*it.*http://t.co/d5rPX7qgyi

44 51998 Congrats*to*#CNNHero*of*The*Year*Chad*@LLandW.*We're*so*proud*to*have*him*wear*the*ADM*logo.*Check*out*his*video*http://t.co/B0VuGcA5K2

45 51999 Our*2013*Corp.*Responsibility*report*offers*a*snapshot*of*our*environmental*progress.*http://t.co/pzxT6Vappd

46 52000 ADM’s*2013*Corporate*Responsibility*report*is*now*available.**http://t.co/lmLYUQ6oKu

47 52001 RT*@PHL_Institute:*Est.*to*find,*create,*and*use*#data,*@PHL_Institute*to*share*learnings*of*funded*research*http://t.co/i3rgDVGY4Z*#postha…

48 52002 ADM*Directors*Declare*Cash*Dividend*http://t.co/THBt28N4oB

49 52003 ADM*Reports*Adjusted*Third*Quarter*2013*Earnings*of*$0.46*per*Share*http://t.co/qqhbkRXojK

50 52004 ADM*to*Present*at*Morgan*Stanley*Global*Chemicals*and*Agriculture*Conference*http://t.co/IZ5YbhVTPZ

51 52005 As*part*of*a*global*effort,*ADM*Decatur*colleagues*gave*more*than*180k*lbs*of*food*to*#wsoyfooddrive*this*month.*#WFD2013*@FAOWFD

52 52006 ADM*Advances*Environmental*Goals*http://t.co/I29DKNDmcw

53 52007 Proud*to*see*our*friend*Chad*@LLandW*recognized*for*great*work*cleaning*America's*rivers.*http://t.co/bqd6LvHPyy*#Vote4Chad*#CNNHeroes

54 52008 ADM*to*Release*Third*Quarter*Financial*Results*on*Oct.*29,*2013*http://t.co/XIdisGapkH

55 52009 ADM*to*Establish*New*Global*Headquarters*and*Customer*Center*http://t.co/XjHamCqb14

56 52010 ADM*Recommits*to*Decatur’s*Future*as*It*Explores*New*Global*Center*http://t.co/JyEzCfoPX1

57 52011 ADM*Donates*$355,000*to*Iowa*State*University*for*Biorenewables*Complex*http://t.co/3XUUbkxWBG

58 52012 ADM*Contributes*$75,000*to*Progressive*Agriculture*Foundation*http://t.co/lhILQY2UeU

59 52013 ADM*to*Unveil*New*Interactive*Exhibit*at*2013*Farm*Progress*Show*http://t.co/9ewVHs3Rlp

60 52014 ADM*Directors*Declare*Cash*Dividend*http://t.co/gSYLVusNo3

61 52015 South*Korea*Clears*ADM*Acquisition*of*GrainCorp*http://t.co/BfMaigerR3

62 52016 ADM*Reports*Second*Quarter*2013*Earnings*of*$223*Million*or*$0.34*per*Share*http://t.co/XaqxxdGdds

63 52017 European*Commission*Clears*ADM*Acquisition*of*GrainCorp*http://t.co/OZNEYjtKSW

64 52018 Japan*Clears*ADM*Acquisition*of*GrainCorp*http://t.co/kqBEGMstj0

65 52019 ADM*to*Release*Second*Quarter*Financial*Results*on*Aug.*6,*2013*http://t.co/P8NonB0FwO


