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Abstract 

 

Follow Me! I Will Be Your Best Friend: Global Marketers’ Twitter Use 

 

Eun Sook Kwon, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2011 

 

Supervisor:  Yongjun Sung 

 

Social media have grown into a powerful marketing communications tool in the 

global market. A number of companies are dedicating their time and resources for 

building trust and rapport with consumers through various social media platforms, but 

there is a dearth of research on their use of Twitter. The current study, therefore, 

examines global brands with a Twitter account and their tweets targeted at consumers. 

The results indicate that marketers attempt to attribute human characteristics to their 

brands using human representatives, personal pronouns, verbs in the imperative form. 

Also, satisfaction and investment were the most frequently found consumer-brand 

relationship determinants in the global brands’ tweets. This study offers the perspective 

that Twitter serves not only as an optimal vehicle for disseminating corporate information 

but also as a means to develop and cultivate consumer-brand relationships. Limitations 

and future research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

Social media have grown into powerful tools attracting millions of users, many of 

whom integrated these new means of mass communication into their daily lives (boyd 

and Ellison 2007). First adopted by teenagers, a growing population of 25-to-34-year olds 

and white-collar professionals (Kim 2008), social media enable users to maintain and 

share their off-line relationships (Haythornthwaite 2005) and to find new connections 

based on their common interests, political perspectives, or activities (boyd and Ellison 

2007). To the extent that they incorporate information and communication tools, social 

media varies from social networking sites to video sharing sites (Mangold and Faulds 

2009). 

Due to increasing “interconnectedness,” the online social networking market has 

been growing drastically. Nielsen (2010a) reports that active users of social networking 

sites (hereafter SNSs) users grew nearly 30% from 244.4 million in 2009 to 314.5 million 

in 2010 and users spent more than five and a half hours on social networks in February 

2010. Comscore Media Metrix (2009) shows that Facebook and Twitter, the two most 

popular types of social media, experienced triple-digit growth in 2009. Facebook, which 

first appeared in 2005, finished the year with 112 million visitors, a 105% increase from 

about 55 million visitors during 2008, and Twitter, with around 20 million visitors in 

2009, had a 900% increase from 2 million visitors in 2008. 

Increases in online user population and “social sharing” in the form of users 

broadcasting their thoughts and activities (Armano 2010) transformed the way 

information is exchanged and brought changes to relationships between marketers and 

consumers. Marketers’ hierarchical, one-sided communication with consumers has 
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become unsuitable in a virtual environment, and the monologue that many companies 

used to have has been replaced with many-to-many communications (Christodoulides 

2009). Social media platforms have given consumers more power and a greater voice 

than ever before and have transformed passive users who now engage more actively with 

brands in the virtual environment. Consumers use social media to get information and 

interact with brands as well as other consumers (DEI Worldwide 2008), and in this 

process, they form impressions either positively or negatively about the brands, which 

eventually influence their offline brand consumption and experience (Razorfish 2009).  

Sensing a variety of potential benefits, a number of marketers have ventured out 

into the world of social media and currently use these tools for sales, customer service, 

promotions, as well as for building and maintaining relationships with consumers (Sung 

et al. 2010; Verna 2010). Recent research suggests that brand presence in social media 

attracts consumers’ attention, generates brand awareness and familiarity, and enables 

marketers to directly reach consumers (e.g., Williamson 2010). One of the top marketer-

run pages on Facebook, Starbucks, was the tenth-most popular page on the site in 

October 2010 with nearly 16 million fans, and Coca-Cola ranked 15th with around 15.5 

million fans (Facebook 2010). Through Twitter accounts, Dell generated $6.5 million in 

revenue during 2009 via orders for PCs, accessories, and software, and the number of 

users of Dell accounts following Dell’s tweets (as messages posted on Twitter are called) 

had increased 23% over three months (Guglielmo 2009). 

Twitter is one of the fastest-growing social media in a virtual environment. 

Boosted by the appearance of celebrities such as Britney Spears, Ashton Kutcher, and 

Oprah Winfrey, Twitter’s growth has been phenomenal. Visitors increased 1,382% with 7 

million in February 2009, up from 475,000 visitors in February 2008, making it the 

fastest-growing social media outlet for that month (McGiboney 2009). Currently, Twitter 



 3 

has more than 200 million registered users and processes more than 140 million tweets 

per day, which averages to around 1,620 tweets per second, adding up to a billion tweets 

every eight days (Forbes 2011). The brevity of the message, unlike lengthier ones in 

email marketing, has been hailed as an asset of microblogs as it enables consumers 

efficiently to browse a large amount of updates (Zhao and Rosson 2009), and marketers 

can lower their time consumption for content generation (Java et al. 2007). Aided by 

increases in smartphone sales and the continued rollout of Internet and mobile network 

infrastructure, Twitter is poised for even more growth (Wauters 2010). 

A virtual environment is still an unexplored land of opportunities for marketers 

and advertisers (Boa-Ventura and Zagalo 2010). Despite the large increase in companies 

that are dedicating their time and resources to communicating with their consumers via 

social media, very little is known about their specific use of Twitter. The current study, 

therefore, uses content analysis to examine the tweets (i.e., a single Twitter post or a 

message) of the top global brands, among those who have Twitter accounts in the United 

States and are ranked in the Interbrand best 100 global brands. More specifically, the 

primary goals include: 1) examining corporate Twitter account profile pages, 2) 

analyzing the use of brand anthropomorphism and relationship building on Twitter, and 

3) investigating marketing messages in terms of information type and message strategies. 

In the following section, prior research in social media in general and Twitter as a 

marketing communications tool will be reviewed, and I attempt to lay out what is already 

known from the literature on marketers’ use of social media and formulate research 

questions. Following the literature review, the research method, including sampling and 

data collection procedures, will be discussed. The results and implications will be 

discussed later.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

SOCIAL MEDIA 

Social media have evolved through Web 2.0, a term which was coined to describe 

a new wave of Internet innovation that enables users to publish and exchange content 

(Kaplan and Haenlein 2011). It is any kind of content created by users on the Internet 

(Comm and Burge 2010, p. 2). In a business field, it is also referred to as consumer-

generated media (CGM). Blackshaw and Nazzaro (2004) describe CGM “a variety of 

new sources of online information that are created, initiated, circulated and used by 

consumers intent on educating each other about products, brands, services, personalities, 

and issues” (p. 2). Social media encompass a wide range of online, word-of-mouth 

forums, including blogs/micro-blogs (e.g., Twitter), social networking sites (e.g., 

Facebook), creative work sharing sites (e.g., YouTube, Flickr), business networking sites 

(e.g., LinkedIn), collaborative websites (e.g., Wikipedia), virtual worlds (e.g., Second 

Life), company-sponsored discussion board/chat rooms, e-mail, consumer product or 

service ratings websites (Mangold and Faulds 2009). 

Among a number of social media venues, SNSs and microblogs are the most 

popular forms. The use of social networking sites including Twitter accounts for 22% of 

all time spent online in the US, and SNSs have become the top category, replacing e-

mail, as the type of activity on which Americans spend most of their time online (Nielsen 

2010b). eMarketer also estimates that nearly 150 million American Internet users will use 

SNSs on a regular basis in 2011, bringing the reach of such sites to 63.7% of the online 

population (Williamson 2011). As social networking reaches a saturation point, the 

growth in SNS users is decreasing. By 2013, 164.2 million US Internet users will use 
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social networks, 67% of Internet users. Even though older users of the Internet (over 35) 

are the fastest growing segment, adults under-35 (18-34) are the age cohort most likely to 

have social networking profiles, and women are more likely than men to be social 

networkers (Mintel 2010). Facebook is the top social networking site, which draws 400 

million members to the website, and accounts for nearly six hours per person with the 

average user logging in more than 19 times per month, followed by MySpace with nearly 

one hour per person (nearly 7 times per month) and Twitter with more than 30 minutes 

(nearly 6 times per month) (Nielsen 2010a). 

SOCIAL NETWORKING SITES VS. MICROBLOG 

Social networking sites first appeared in 1997, and hit the mainstream from 2003 

onwards (boyd and Ellison 2007). SNSs are defined “as web-based services that allow 

individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, (2) 

articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view and 

traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the system” (boyd and 

Ellison 2007). As the definition shows, SNSs emphasize “networking” or “relationships.” 

Through those sites, users initiate their relationships with strangers based on their 

common interests and activities (boyd and Ellison 2007) as well as continue their off-line 

social relationships with others using “latent social ties,” which are not yet activated but 

can be developed as friendships or other social ties (Haythornthwaite 2005). Now that 

SNSs reveal lists of a user’s social network, users can request another person’s friendship 

and accept or reject the request. Through this process, a user’s friends frequently 

snowball by the enlarging and overlapping his or her friends’ networks (Tong et al. 

2008). 
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Microblogs, on the other hand, is a broadcasting tool in the form of a blog, which 

allows users to exchange content with short phrases, individual images, or web adresses 

(Kaplan and Haenlein 2011). The short nature of updates allows users to post news 

quickly, by reaching other users in seconds, which has transformed the way information 

is consumed. Users share what they observe in their surroundings, information about an 

event, and their opinions about a certain topic. A user’s message is automatically pushed 

onto the main page of followers’ microblogs, and the messages from a member’s social 

network appear in reverse chronological order as a single list on the starting page 

(Herring et al. 2004). Examples of microblogging services are Twitter, Tumbler, Jaiku, 

and Google Buzz. 

Twitter, by combining social networking sites, blogging, and text messaging 

(Miller 2008), allows users to constantly answer the question, “What’s happening?” by 

sending a short text message (i.e., tweets) 140 characters in length to their friends (i.e., 

followers) (Tweeternet). Users broadcast their messages to the mass with no need to visit 

a particular person’s profile to do so. By following other users, people automatically 

receive messages on their own Twitter pages tweeted by those whom they are following. 

Even though some Twitter accounts can be kept as private and some users require 

approval of people desiring to follow them, messages exchanged on this microblog are 

public by default, unlike status updates often restricted on SNSs such as Facebook. Thus, 

everyone, even non-subscribers, can read and comment on the message (Kaplan and 

Haenlein 2011). Thus, Twitter enables people to peer into the collective minds of other 

users and see what they are talking about in real time (Miller 2009) 

Users form relatively asymmetrical and weak ties on Twitter (Reagan 2010). 

Following another user does not necessarily mean that a user has to follow the other user. 

Thus, their relationships can be either reciprocated or one-way, and four types of 
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relationships are identified: followers, people they follow, mutually following (friends), 

and neither following each other (Chen 2009). Since relationships on Twitter do not 

require mutual agreement, as is often seen in other social networking sites, users 

frequently follow those who they have never known in real life or those who they admire 

rather than trying to maintain their offline connections (Zarrella 2009). 

TWITTER AS A MARKETING COMMUNICATIONS TOOL 

In recent years, more consumers have been using different types of social media 

to search for information that may influence their purchasing decisions (Razorfish 2009). 

They not only extend their social networks to people they have never met in person for 

their opinions about products and services but also become a fan on SNSs and 

communicate with marketers and other consumers. Twitter as a relatively faster, 

inexpensive, and geographically unbounded platform, enables marketers to connect their 

consumers who are motivated to engage with brands online. The structural and 

interactive features of Twitter, as opposed to a traditional corporate website, foster 

ongoing conversations between marketers and consumers in the stages of the marketing 

process such as pre-purchase (i.e., marketing research), purchase (i.e., sales promotions), 

and post-purchases (i.e., customer services) (Kaplan and Haenlein 2011). For instance, 

during the introduction of its VIA instant coffee product in October 2009, Starbucks 

actively listened to and participated in conversations about VIA on Twitter. This helped 

get samples of the new product into people’s hands in order to enable trials, and made it 

possible for consumers to get over the initial common reaction that instant coffee must 

necessarily be distasteful (Kaplan and Haenlein 2011). 

Twitter may provide significant competition for traditional publishers in terms of 

consumer attention, but it also provides significant opportunities. It helps marketers not 
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only syndicate their content beyond its traditional confines to a much wider audience 

(Nielsen 2009), but also use it in conjunction with other media outlets, allowing them to 

achieve a potential synergistic effect to increase brand awareness and drive more traffic 

to the brand or product. For instance, Stelzner (2010) shows that marketers use social 

media mainly for generating exposure for their business and increasing traffic to their 

corporate websites, rather than for selling products and services. Heaps (2009) suggests 

that distributing information through Twitter can increase traffic to a company’s website, 

which eventually allows the company to “tell their story” better and connect at a deeper 

level with consumers through more detailed content and information for events and 

alerts. Likewise, Twitter has been used as a marketing communications tool for marketers 

to connect directly with consumers, and while establishing their presence on social media 

and engaging more conversations as a relationship partner, they ultimately try to enhance 

brand-consumer relationships and increase sales.  

BRAND ANTHROPOMORPHISM ON TWITTER 

Anthropomorphism is described as a psychological process of seeing the human in 

non-human forms and events (Guthrie 1993). This concept involves more than simply 

attributing life to the nonliving, but it goes beyond behavioral description of imagined or 

observable actions to represent an entity’s mental, emotional or physical characteristics 

using humanlike descriptors (Epley et al. 2007, p. 865). In marketing research, this 

psychological process of imbuing brands with personalities and a wide range of ideas 

ascribing human characteristics is also referred to as animism (Aaker 1997). Animism 

and anthropomorphism are frequently used interchangeably to demonstrate the process of 

product and brand animation (Puzakova, Kwak, and Rocereto 2009).  
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Fournier (1998) discusses three process mechanisms of anthropomorphizing 

brands: 1) the possession of the spirit of a past or present other (i.e., association with 

someone in the past or related with the brand), 2) complete anthropomorphization of the 

brand object itself (e.g., Charlie the Tuna, the Pillsbury Doughboy), and 3) behavior 

performed by the brand as a relationship partner. Specifically, marketing communication 

efforts have encouraged consumers to perceive humanlike features in products and 

brands (Aggarwal and McGill 2007). As suggested by Fournier (1995), all marketing 

activities and brand management decisions can be seen as “behaviors” enacted on the part 

of the brands (p. 393). Those behaviors can trigger cognitive, affective, and conative 

responses on the part of the consumers, and influence consumers to “elevate the status of 

the brand from that of a passive object in one-sided marketing transactions to that of full-

fledged relationship partner” (Fournier 1995, p. 393).  

In this vein of research, brands have been seen to have at least partially having 

human characters such as consciousness or a soul (Gilmore 1919), personality (Aaker 

1997; Keller 2002), or in an entity that can build relationships (Aggarwal 2004; Fournier 

1998; Muniz and O’Guinn 2001). Aaker (1997) developed the brand personality scale, 

which includes Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness. The 

five dimensions reflect the “Big Five” dimensions of human personality, and this study 

indicates that brand personality and human personality are not symmetrically the same, 

but many consumers associate themselves with a product by closely matching the brand 

personality with their own personality. Fournier (1998) examines various types and styles 

of relationships that consumers form during the interaction with brands (e.g., a best 

friend, lover) and introduces several concepts such as trust and friendship to describe the 

interaction. 
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Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) introduce the idea of “brand communities,” which are 

largely imagined communities — a community envisioned as a consumer-brand-

consumer triad — representing a form of human association situated embeddedness of 

brands in the everyday lives of consumers. They focus more on the connections among 

admirers of a brand, rather than on brands’ activities as a member. However, by 

extending Muniz and O’Guinn’s idea, McAlexander, Schouten, and Koenig (2002) 

propose products and marketers as two additional members in the brand community other 

than consumer and brand, and emphasize marketers’ role for strengthening the members’ 

interaction and interpersonal ties in a virtual environment.  

By creating the context in a virtual environment (e.g., corporate website, blogs, 

social networking site pages), marketers can give an extra boost on the tendency to 

anthropomorphize products or brands as part of its overall marketing strategies 

(Aggarwal and McGill 2007). As research indicates, social media enable brands to open a 

dialogue, provide prompt feedback, communicate with a sense of humor, and admit 

mistakes (e.g., Cho 2006; Kelleher and Miller 2006). Kelleher and Miller (2006) 

discovered that participants in a blog are more conditioned to perceive an organization’s 

“conversational human voice” than those who read an organization’s website. Cho (2006) 

observed that marketers post brand or industry-related stories on blogs, and by doing so, 

they imbued the brands with personality traits by using informal language.  

To summarize, by having a presence on Twitter and inviting consumers into 

discourse, marketers can show personalities and human characteristics of their brand, and 

“engaging communication or conversations” may be seen as brands’ behavior in the 

virtual community. As Fournier (1995) suggested, these interactions may help generate 

trait inferences that collectively summarize the consumers’ perception about the brands, 
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and elevate the status of the brands to a relationship partner. Thus, the following research 

question is put forth: 

RQ1: To what extent do global brands represent anthropomorphism on their 

Twitter account? 

In order to answer this general research question, RQ1 is broken down into four 

questions in detail: the use of human representatives, brands’ engagement in 

conversations, use of nonverbal cues, and effects of product category and message type.  

First, this research examines whether brands revealed or mentioned any human 

representatives on Twitter account pages and in messages. According to McCracken’s 

meaning transfer model (1986, 1988), celebrities develop particular identities or image 

over time as a result of their actions, personalities, as well as class and status, and by 

associating the brand and a celebrity endorser, the celebrity’s personality or image comes 

to dwell in the brand, and is evoked reliably with each use. Likewise, personality traits 

can be associated with the company’s employees or CEO, or typical product users during 

production or use. In doing so, brands are likely infused with the spirit of the person, 

which these person associations again serving to animate the brand as a vital entity in the 

consumer’s mind (Fournier 1998). In addition, people may think that they are interacting 

with someone behind the computer such as marketers. For this reason, Aggarwal (2004) 

suggests, when consumers interact with representatives of the brand, it is more likely for 

consumers to fall back on social relationships as a guide in their interaction.  

On the account page of Twitter, marketers have room to make their profile page 

different from others, by showing spokespersons such as celebrity endorsers, CEO, and 

employees for the background image, and posting their photos as a profile picture, and 

revealing their name, position, or personal interests in the Bio box, located in the right-
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hand side of the page or signing tweets with their initials (e.g., “^DN”) of who is posting. 

Thus, the following research question is put forth: 

RQ1-a: To what extent do global brands use human representatives on Twitter? 

Second, the author examined whether brands engaged in conversations with 

consumers by analyzing the message types, and the use of personal pronouns, and verbs 

in the imperative form. Tweets by function are categorized into three ways: tweets 

(original messages), replies (with @replies), and retweets (RT). Original tweets are what 

marketers initiate for communication. Using @signs, marketers reply and attempt to 

continue consumer-initiated conversations, while using the RT (retweet) function, they 

more widely disseminate what other tweeters posted. The personal pronouns also 

implicitly claim relationships between the brands and their audiences (Pollach 2005, p. 

296). The use of first-person pronouns such as “I” or “we” typically helps to establish 

relationships with readers by stating information as beliefs rather than facts, and the use 

of second-person pronouns such as “you” and “your” are typically invite the readers into 

the conversations (Pollach 2005, p. 296). Both methods therefore reduce the 

impersonality of mass communication (Fairclough 1989). Pollach (2005) and Insche 

(2008) also suggest that verbs in the imperative form are used to involve readers in the 

discourse. Thus, identification of these variables will indicate whether brands are 

engaging in and inviting consumers into conversations. 

RQ1-b: To what extent do global brands engage in conversations with 

consumers? 

Third, the use of nonverbal cues in messages help brands reveal verbal nuances or 

emotions. Computer-mediated communication (CMC) researchers have noted the lack of 

social context cues such as verbal nuances (a gaze, body language), physical context 

(e.g., meeting sites, seating arrangements) and observable information about social 
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characteristics (e.g., age, gender, race) during interpersonal communication in the online 

environment (Brown, Broderick, and Lee 2007). To overcome this impersonality, a 

number of CMC conventions were created to express user actions and emotions, moods, 

humor, sarcasm, and irony (Pena and Hancock 2006). Well-known conventions are 

sideways emoticons formed with keyboard characters resembling facial expressions (e.g., 

:) -_0), abbreviations (e.g., OMG for “Oh, my God”), repeated punctuation (e.g., "Woo 

hoo Friday!!!!!," or "Is it really raining again?!?!?!"), and intentional misspellings (e.g., 

"sleeeeeping", or "riiiight") for emphasis (Nastri, Pena, and Hancock 2006). By using 

such nonverbal cues, brands can convey emotions and verbal subtleties to consumers. 

Thus, the following research question is formulated:  

RQ1-c: To what extent do global brands use nonverbal cues to reveal verbal 

nuances or emotions? 

Finally, the author explored the above research questions across message types 

(i.e., original tweets, replies, and retweets).  

RQ1-d: How does brand anthropomorphism differ by a) product category and b) 

message type? 

DETERMINANTS FOR CONSUMER-BRAND RELATIONSHIP 

The consumer-brand relationship paradigm has enjoyed much resonance among 

marketing academics and practitioners (Aaker, Fournier, Brasel 2004). Studies in 

consumer behavior suggest that since brands can be treated as an active, contributing 

member of a relationship dyad that joins the consumer and the brand (Fournier 1998), 

consumers may interact with brands in ways that parallel their social relationships, and 

their interactions with the brand may be guided by the social rules and conventions that 

govern their interpersonal relationships (Aggarwal 2004; Fournier 1998). However, their 
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relationships with brands differ in some ways from their interpersonal relationships. 

Almost always the consumer-brand relationships involve some degree of monetary 

exchange, and they are a mix of personal and impersonal relationship, which are more 

likely to be a relationship between a celebrity and a fan than two people who know each 

other (Aggarwal 2004). Some interpersonal relationships such as romantic relationships 

represent exclusive dyadic relationships, while consumers can form and maintain 

relationships with multiple brands simultaneously (Sung and Choi 2010). Nevertheless, it 

is reasonable to consider that the consumer-brand relationships are similar to those of 

human relationships as consumers treat brands as viable relationship partners (Fournier 

1998). 

For this reason, consumer-brand relationships and the strength of the relationships 

have been frequently studied in the interpersonal relationships domain (e.g., Aaker, 

Fournier, and Brasel 2004; Fournier 1998; Sung and Choi 2010). For instance, Fournier 

(1998) suggests six dimensions that influence relationship stability and durability (e.g., 

love/passion, commitment, intimacy, brand partner quality), and suggests the typology of 

metaphors to represent common customer-brand relationships such as arranged 

marriages, casual friends/buddies, kinships, courtships, dependencies, and enmities. 

Aaker, Fournier, and Brasel (2004) indicate that consumer-brand relationships can be 

influenced by brand personalities and transgressions (a violation of the implicit or explicit 

rules guiding relationship performance and evaluation) since interpersonal relationships 

can be influenced by relationship factors such as the personalities of the partners involved 

and transgressions.  

As essential determinants of consumer-brand relationships, social psychology and 

marketing researchers have discussed commitment, loyalty, and their leveraging variables 

such as trust, satisfaction, investment, and available alternatives (e.g., Chaudhuri and 
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Holbrook 2001; Hess and Story 2005; Sung and Choi 2010). In the current study, the 

author reviews those previously identified relationship factors and examines how 

marketers communicate them through Twitter. 

Brand commitment, as a pivotal construct in social exchange literature has been 

characterized as an attitudinal aspect such as an emotional or psychological attachment to 

a brand (Chaudhuri and Holdbrook 2002). It represents the extent to which consumers 

select a brand as the only acceptable choice within a product class (Traylor 1983), and 

implies willingness to make a short-term sacrifice to realize long-term benefits (Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh 1987). It may reduce consumer perception of risk and uncertainty, save a 

consumer the cost of seeking new relational exchanges with alternative brands 

(Chaudhuri and Holdbrook 2002), and influence consumer behavior and cognition more 

resistant to change by fixing brand choice in consumer minds (Traylor 1983). 

Brand loyalty, as a similar concept to commitment, has been recognized as an 

important construct in marketing literature (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). Oliver 

(1999) defines brand loyalty as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or repatronize a 

preferred product/service consistently in the future, thereby causing repetitive same-brand 

or same brand-set purchasing, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having 

the potential to cause switching behavior” (p. 34). As the definition shows, brand loyalty 

is typically defined behaviorally as propensity to transact, resulting in repeated purchases 

of the brand. For this reason, brand loyalty leads to certain marketing advantages such as 

reduced marketing costs, more new customers, and greater trade leverage (Aaker 1991), 

and favorable word of mouth and greater resistance among loyal consumers to 

competitive strategies (Dick and Basu 1994). However, consumers often are loyal to a 

brand in order to reduce risk, increase information processing effectiveness, and gain 

tangible “frequent user” benefits (Hess and Story 2005). For this reason, loyal consumers 
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without attitudinal loyalty (i.e., commitment) may repeatedly purchase the brand, but 

under certain circumstances they may switch brands, whereas committed brand users are 

less likely to switch. 

Brand trust has been considered one of the major factors determining relationship 

quality (e.g., Blackston 1992; Hess and Story 2005). Chaudhuri and Holdbrook (2001, p. 

82) define brand trust as “a willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability of 

the brand to perform its stated function,” thus reflecting the general consumer belief that 

the brand is looking out for them, will do whatever it takes to make them happy, and is 

responsive to their needs (Hess 1995). Consumers tend to form brand trust based on 

overall evaluation of any direct (e.g., past experience, prior interaction) or indirect (e.g., 

advertising, WOM) contact with the brand. Hence, brand trust has specific qualities that 

make it consistent, competent, honest, and responsible (Delgado-Ballester and Munuera-

Aleman 2005). For this reason, brand trust can be a cardinal driver of loyalty and 

commitment (e.g., Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). 

Satisfaction, alternatives, and investment. According to Rusbult (1980, 1983)’s 

investment model, the level of satisfaction, quality of alternatives, and investment size 

influence and help predict commitment. This model has been applied in consumer-brand 

relationship context (e.g., Sung and Campbell 2009; Sung and Choi 2010). For instance, 

Sung and Choi (2010) examined the dynamic interplay among those three determinants 

of consumer commitment to brand relationship, and found that greater consumer 

satisfaction and investment and less attractive alternatives lead to a higher level of 

consumer commitment to relationship with a brand. 

Satisfaction refers to “an overall evaluation based on long-term experience of 

purchasing and consuming a product or service,” (Anderson, Fournell, and Lemann 

1994). Based on the level of satisfaction, consumers evaluate the outcomes in a 
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relationship, and when their satisfaction level is high, they are more likely to be 

committed to the relationship and may stay in the relationship with the brand 

(Bettencourt 1997). Quality of alternatives refers to a consumer’s evaluation of the 

attractiveness of available alternative brand choices (Sung and Choi 2010). If they 

believe they are obtaining unique values and benefits from the relationship not easily 

provided by other brands, consumers may be more willing to commit to their relationship 

with a brand (Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001). Investment refers to the resources, efforts, 

and attention invested in a relationship to maintain or enhance relationships with 

customers (Palmatier et al. 2006). When consumers do not reciprocate the relational 

partner’s favorable acts, they may experience either a psychological obligation or feeling 

of guilt (Li and Dant 1997). Thus, consumer perception of the relational retailer’s 

investment may increase the perceived relationship quality, and hence consumer 

commitment to the brand relationship (Bettencourt 1997). 

To summarize, commitment, loyalty, trust, satisfaction, quality of alternatives, 

and investment size have been considered major factors determining relationship quality 

in consumer-brand relationships, and thus, the study will examine if marketers emphasize 

any of those relationship constructs in their Twitter communication. 

RQ2-a: To what extent do global brands emphasize such major determinants of 

relationship quality as commitment, loyalty, trust, satisfaction, alternatives, and 

investment on their Twitter account? 

RQ2-b: How does brand relationship emphasis differ by a) product category and 

b) message type? 
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TYPES OF INFORMATION AND MESSAGE STRATEGIES ON TWITTER 

The emergence of the Web has enabled marketers to provide unlimited amounts 

of product information. Using a number of methods such as banners, pop-ups, corporate 

websites (Hwang, McMillan, and Lee 2003), marketers disseminate information and try 

to increase brand knowledge and affect the way consumers perceive their brands. Twitter 

and other social media in general also are becoming an alternative marketing 

communications tool for distributing marketing messages while directly reaching a 

specific consumer or an unlimited number of users in seconds. Even more beneficial to 

marketers is that by using Twitter, consumers can easily engage in this process by 

retweeting the information marketers posted. 

In general, marketing messages refer to the content of communication that is 

transmitted or what has been said (Mohr and Nevin 1990). The content can be broadly 

classified into types of information and message strategy embedded in the message 

(Mohr and Nevin 1990). Resnik and Stern (1977) identified a method of measuring 

marketing information content and identify fourteen evaluative information criteria 

reflecting product characteristics, including price, quality, performance, components, 

availability, and special offers. A recent study by Choi et al. (2006) updated and refined 

the Resnik and Stern’s approach in the new advertising information environment, adding 

five additional informational cues: website address, toll-free 800 numbers, disclaimer, 

mail-in address, and brand name/advertisers. By propagating diverse types of industry- 

and brand-related information, marketers may affect consumer perception of their brands 

and increase sales. Also, the amount and the types of information can differ across 

product categories (Abernethy and Franke 1996). For instance, ads for durable goods 

contain more information than those for non-durables (Abernethy and Franke 1996), and 
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ads for rational products convey more information than emotional products (Choi et al. 

2006). Thus, the author formulated the following questions:  

RQ3-a: What types of information do global brands disseminate on Twitter? 

RQ3-b: How do the types of information differ by a) product category and b) 

message type? 

Information itself can influence consumers when making a purchase decision, but 

by selecting a message strategy, what to say, and how to say it, marketers can persuade 

consumers to like the brand, buy a product and further build consumer-brand 

relationships. Taylor (1999) defines message strategies as "a guiding approach to a 

company's or institution's promotional communication efforts for its products, its 

services, or itself” (p. 7), and proposes a six-segment message strategy by incorporating 

theoretical works and several models (e.g., Carey 1975; Frazer 1983; Kotler 1965; 

Laskey, Day, and Crask 1989; Petty and Cacioppo 1986). The message strategies are first 

divided into transmission (news is information which was imparted, sent, transmitted to 

another) and ritual (communication is to construct and maintain an ordered, meaningful 

cultural world where consumers live), and then subdivided into three. By doing so, he 

proposed six segments of message strategies: Ration, Acute need, Routine for the 

transmission view, and Ego, Social and Sensory for the ritual view (Hwang, McMillan, 

and Lee 2003). Some of these strategies (e.g., Ego, Social) try to persuade consumers to 

think that their emotional needs can be fulfilled by consuming the products by showing a 

user image and the occasion for use of the product, whereas some (e.g., Ration, Acute 

need) focus on problem solving, differences or competitive advantages by providing 

information and suggesting a time limit. Thus, examination of the message strategies will 

help define how marketers utilize Twitter. The following research question is put forth: 

RQ4: What message strategies do global brands employ frequently on Twitter? 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

The current study examines marketers’ use of Twitter and investigates the 

characteristics of their messages on Twitter. Specifically, the author is to examine Twitter 

account pages and analyze the use of Twitter in terms of brand anthropomorphization and 

as a relationship-building tool, as well as analyze marketing messages in terms of 

information types and message strategies. Thus, the study uses content analysis, which is 

a tool to help researchers systematically examine recorded communication, to examine 

the tweets of brands. 

SAMPLING 

The sample of the current study was selected based on a survey of “The World’s 

Most Valuable Brands” conducted by Interbrand with Business Week (2010). As a global 

branding consultancy, Interbrand specializes in vast brand services, including brand 

analytics, brand strategy, and brand valuation, and the company’s annual reports have 

been voted one of the three most influential benchmark studies by business leaders 

(Interbrand 2010). The author examined the main homepages of the 100 global brands to 

locate their official Twitter account names. If none were found, the author searched for 

the company name on Twitter’s People Search. If there were multiple accounts, the 

author selected the one clearly stating it was the company’s official Twitter accounts. 

Next, the author singled out active Twitter accounts: 1) those that had tweeted 

more than 500 tweets and 2) those that had tweeted more than 100 tweets during the two-

month period from October 1 to November 30, 2010. This time period was selected 

because of the relatively low incidence of a holiday (e.g., Thanksgiving holidays), and by 
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examining a two-month period, holiday messages would not interfere with daily 

tweeting. In the first week of December 2010, the author conducted sampling using the 

criteria outlined above. As a result, the list was pared back to a total of 44 companies. 

The sampling procedure included taking screenshots of the Twitter profile pages and 

producing PDF printouts of the companies’ tweets during the span of two months. On 

average, 497 tweets were documented for the sampled Twitter accounts for the two 

months. Coca-Cola tweeted most actively during the sampling period with 3,157 tweets 

(approximately 53 tweets a day), followed by Nike and MTV with 2,275 tweets (38 

tweets a day) and 2,047 tweets (35 tweets a day), respectively. On the other hand, Pizza 

Hut ranked the lowest with 106 tweets for this period. Due to the time-consuming process 

of the analysis, the author randomly selected 50 tweets from the sample companies, and 

each of the 50 tweets (n = 2200) act as a unit of analysis. Each sample companies’ 

Twitter profile page (n = 44) also serves as another unit of analysis. 

CODING SCHEME 

The code sheet consists of two parts: one for account profile pages (Part A and 

Part B) and one for each tweet of the companies (Part C). Parts A and B analyzed general 

descriptive aspects of each company’s Twitter page. The coding categories consisted of 

country of origin, industry type, username, number of followers, number of people the 

brands follow, total number of tweets, profile pictures, and background images. The 

analysis of the account pages would help to examine whether global brands have used 

any human representatives on Twitter. 

The tweet code sheet, Part C, measured descriptive aspects of each tweet, which 

included message types, personal pronouns and verbs in imperative form, nonverbal cues, 

relationship determinants, information types, and message strategies. To investigate 
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brands’ engagement in conversations, message types, personal pronouns, and verbs in 

imperative form were coded. Message types were coded into original tweets (original 

message), replies, and retweets (RT) based on the function of tweets. Personal pronouns 

included first-person pronouns (e.g., I, my, me, we, us ourselves) and second-person 

pronouns (e.g., you, yours, yourself), and third-person pronouns (e.g., she/he, him/her, 

they, their). Verbs in the imperative form are used to express direct commands or 

requests. Since those verbs tell the listeners to take a certain action, coders were further 

asked to code the types of actions (e.g., call a 800 number, purchase the product, check 

out the URL, email the brand, tweet the message, be a fan on other social media). 

Following the completion of coding process, the action types were re-categorized into 

five: asking relationship, asking to contact the brand, redirecting to other media, asking 

for sales, and asking to broadcast a message through electronic world-of-mouth (eWOM).  

Nonverbal cues were coded based on four types: emoticons, abbreviations, 

repeated punctuation, and intentional misspelling, which computer-mediated 

communication researchers have frequently observed on the Internet. Through the pilot 

study, the original coding scheme was redefined. For instance, some coders suggested 

that ellipsis (e.g., “…”) could be seen as repeated punctuation, so the author categorized 

ellipsis under repeated punctuation. Further, in the event that other nonverbal cues are 

utilized in the CMC environment, the author asked coders to code whether they observed 

new patterns. As a result, two other patterns, capitalization and words mimicking sound, 

were found and re-categorized as variables for nonverbal cues. 

Determinants of relationship quality included satisfaction, investment, available 

alternative (competing brand options), commitment, loyalty, and trust. Those variables 

were coded when tweets emphasize or mention them. For instance, satisfaction was 
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coded if a tweet was emphasizing customers’ satisfaction (e.g., “If you’re not satisfied, 

we’ll remake one for you”).  

Lastly, information types were coded based on the definition of Resnik and Stern 

(1977) and Choi et al (2006). The 19-item typology was employed to count and classify 

the information found in each of the sampled tweets. The author added a few more 

information types to the coding instrument upon the pilot study: executives/celebrities, 

education-related, jobs/career-related, sales-related, apps/download, and sponsorship. 

These information categories reflect the recent changes in the media environment and 

supplement the categories outlined by Resnik and Stern (1977) and Choi et al. (2006). 

At the completion of the coding, the author re-categorized the information types 

into five: product-related, company-related, source (credibility), redirecting, and simple 

brand name mentioning. As product-related information, price, quality, performance, 

components, availability, special offers, taste, packaging, nutrition, new ideas, and 

apps/download were coded. As for company-related information, job-related, sales-

related, sponsorship, investor relations, and education-related were code. Toll-free 

number, web address, and mail-in/email address were coded as a redirection of the 

consumer to other sources of information. Also, independent research, company-

sponsored research, executives/celebrities, and media were coded into source 

(credibility). Finally, brand name was coded because it allows the readers to elicit any 

data stored in memory from previous ad exposures or experiences with the product.  

Message strategies were also coded based on the definition of Taylor’s (1999) six 

message strategies: ego, social, sensory, routine, acute need, and ration. However, given 

that Twitter is not simply used for disseminating information but also used by companies 

for replying to their customers, the author asked coders to code only original tweets, 
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which is neither replying their consumers nor forwarding other users’ ideas. See 

Appendix 1 for the code sheet. 

Insert Appendix 1 about here 

CODING PROCEDURE 

Four coders including the author participated and were trained in a pilot study 

prior to coding the data. Three coders were students at the University of Texas at Austin, 

and they were blind to the study’s purpose and its research questions. Before the start of 

coding, coders underwent a training session to ensure their proficiency in coding sample 

tweets. The pilot study consisted of a small selection of tweets (60 units) from ten 

different companies, which were not included in the sample for the main study. 

Inconsistencies in coding were identified and discussed, and the original coding scheme 

was revised to clarify ambiguity in the definitions and ensure consistency among coders. 

Following the pilot study, the coders were gathered for another session to gain more 

detailed instructions for the revised coding schemes, and they subsequently conducted 

another pilot test on 50 tweets of two companies for the reliability test. The appropriate 

size of a sample for intercoder reliability assessment in content analysis has been the 

subject of debates, but Lombard (2010) notes that the sample size should not be less than 

50 units or 10% of the full sample, and it rarely will need to be greater than 300 units. 

Larger reliability samples are required when the full sample is large or when the expected 

reliability level is low (Neuendorf 2002; see Lacy and Riffe, 1996 for a discussion). The 

sample size was large, but it was expected that the reliability level was not low based on 

the results of the pilot study. For this reason, the author selected 50 tweets to estimate 

intercoder reliability for the full sample to be coded. 
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Intercoder reliability was determined using percentage agreement. Since more 

than three coders coded, average pairwise percent agreement was calculated. Overall, the 

intercoder reliability among the coders was 95.72% on average, with a range from 

76.67% to 100%. Message strategies had the lowest reliability of 76.67% ranging from 

70% to 88%, followed by information types (87.67%). This may be an inevitable result 

since tweets are not exactly advertising copy and even though only original messages are 

coded, marketers can begin a conversation on Twitter, which coders might have not 

easily coded into the six coding schemes. Furthermore, with only 140 characters available 

per tweet, the amount of space is very limited for marketers to implement comprehensive 

messaging strategies. For these reasons, message strategies may have resulted in the 

lowest reliability. Each coder was assigned 550 tweets for 11 randomly selected brands.  
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

As a result of sampling in the first week of December 2010, the author identified a 

total of 44 global brands for analysis. Approximately 70% (31 brands) addressed their 

presence on Twitter via their brands’ website. U.S.-based brands were dominant with 

over 59% (26 brands), followed by Japan (9%; 4 brands), Germany (7%; 3 brands), 

Canada, France, and South Korea with 5% (2 brands each), and Finland, Italy, Sweden, 

and Switzerland with 2% (1 brand each). By business sector, automotive and electronics 

each accounted for 14% (6 brands), followed by FMCG, and restaurants with 9% (4 

brands each), beverages, business services, financial services, Internet services, and 

media with 7% (3 brands each), computer software and diversified with 5% (2 brands 

each), and alcohol, apparel, luxury, sporting goods, and transportation with 2% (1 brand 

each). The average number of followers was 142,227. Google was the top brand with 

2,604,020, followed by Starbucks (1,150,803), MTV (963,911), and BlackBerry 

(173,888). Zurich ranked the lowest with 1,081 followers. On average, the brands 

followed 9,285 other Twitter users. Starbucks was following the most with 80,426 users, 

whereas Oracle was following only 39 users. As for the total number of tweets, the 

average was 3,222 tweets with a maximum of 18,794 (Coca-Cola) and a minimum of 579 

(Gucci). Table 1 shows the complete list of the brands analyzed in the study. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

Brand logos were most frequently used for profile pictures (86%; 38 brands) and 

background images (43%; 19 brands), followed by product images for profile pictures 

(7%; 3 brands) and for background image (30%; 13 brands). On the user information 
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section on the right-hand side of the page, brands provided information such as website 

links and capsule company biographies. In the website section, 84% (37 brands) posted 

the web addresses for their official corporate websites, and 16% (6 brands) provided links 

to their other SNSs. In the Bio section, 45% (20 brands) noted that the account was the 

brands’ official Twitter account, 43% (19 brands) addressed their purpose for using 

Twitter, and 30% (13 brands) provided company information on their business. Also, 5% 

(2 brands) provided other URLs such as a Facebook address and a corporate website. 

Even though Twitter allows brands to provide company information in the website and 

Bio sections, 34% of the brands (15 brands) additionally utilized the background space to 

provide the corporate website address (8 brands), SNSs (6 brands), and store and office 

information (2 brands).  

Insert Table 2 about here 

BRAND ANTHROPOMORPHSIM 

RQ1-a: Brands’ human representatives on Twitter. In the present study, the 

author examined Twitter profile pages and their randomly selected tweets (messages) to 

explore whether brands are using human spokespersons or celebrity endorsers, and 

revealing the tweeters’ identities (e.g., name, position, interests, contact information). 

The author identified 24 brands with a human representative on the profile page. Two 

brands included the images of celebrity endorsers and fourteen brands provided 

marketers information such as name, picture, contact information, and company position. 

Fifteen brands showed marketers signatures on their tweets (300 counts). Coca-Cola left 

a signature on 96% of its tweets, followed by BlackBerry (90%), Pepsi (84%), and Sprite 

(72%). See Table 3 for the use of human representatives on the account pages and Table 

4 for the list of brands and the number of tweets signed by marketers. 
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Insert Table 3 about here 

Insert Table 4 about here 

RQ1-b: Brands’ engagement in conversations. Of the 2,200 tweets, 47.5% (1046 

counts) were original marketer-initiated messages, followed by replies (37.5%; 825 

counts) in which marketers respond to consumers, and lastly retweets (15%; 329 counts) 

in which marketers disseminate what other tweeters said. Approximately 54% (1178 

counts) of the tweets contained personal pronouns: 736 tweets with second-person 

pronouns and 650 tweets with first-person pronouns. Verbs in the imperative form 

accounted for 26.8% (589 counts) of the total tweets. Among them, 32.3% re-directed 

readers to other media (i.e., view commercials, check out websites), 26.5% asked to 

initiate relationships (i.e., follow them, sign up or join them for an event, vote for the 

company), 19.4% asked to contact the brand for service and feedback, 8.7% asked for 

sales, and 8.1% asked to broadcast a message through electronic word-of-mouth 

(eWOM).  

RQ1-c: Use of Nonverbal Cues. Tweets with at least one type of nonverbal cues 

accounted for 25.6% of total tweets (564 counts). Abbreviations were most frequently 

found nonverbal cue (55.8%; 315 counts), followed by emoticons (21.8%; 123 counts), 

repeated punctuations (16.5%; 93 counts), capitalization (11.2%; 63 counts) and words 

mimicking sounds (9.2%; 52 counts). 

RQ1-d: Brand Anthropomorphism by a) Product Category. The use of human 

representatives was found most frequently in automotive (83.3%), followed by 

beverages/restaurants (62.5%), electronics/computer-related (50%), services (46.2%), and 

fashion/beauty (42.9%). The use of personal pronouns also varied by product categories 

(!2 (df = 4, N = 2200) = 43.69, p < .01). Personal pronouns were seen most often in 

fashion/beauty (63%; 252 counts), followed by beverages/restaurants (61.1%; 214 
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counts), automotive (56.7%; 170 counts), electronics/computer-related (48.8%; 244), and 

services (45.8%; 298 counts). Both first-person (!2 (df = 4, N = 1178) = 14.13, p < .01) 

and second-person pronouns (!2 (df = 4, N = 1178) = 14.76, p < .01) were statistically 

significant. First-person pronouns were found most frequently in the fashion/beauty 

category (61.2%; 131 counts), followed by automotive (59.4%; 101 counts), services 

(57%; 170 counts), beverages/restaurants (54.4%; 137 counts), and electronics/computer-

related (45.5%; 111 counts). Second-person pronouns were most frequently found in 

beverages/restaurants (68.3%; 172 counts), followed by electronics/computer-related 

(65.2%; 159 counts), services (65.1%; 194 counts), fashion/beauty (56.1%; 120 counts), 

and automotive (53.5%; 91 counts). 

The use of verbs in the imperative form was most frequent in services (32.8%; 

213 counts), followed by fashion/beauty (26.6%; 93 counts), electronics/computer-related 

(26.4%; 132 counts), automotive (23.7%; 71 counts), and beverages/restaurants (20%; 80 

counts) (!2 (df = 4, N = 2200) = 22.8, p < .01). Of the verbs in the imperative form, 

redirecting was most frequently utilized in automotive (36.6%; 26 counts), 

electronic/computer-related (37.9%; 50 counts), and services (31%; 66 counts), but 

asking for a relationship was more used in fashion/beauty (34.4%; 32 counts) and 

beverages/ restaurants (35%; 28 counts). 

Nonverbal cues also varied by product categories (!2 (df = 4, N = 2200) = 50.91, 

p < .01), and they were most often in beverages/restaurants (34%; 136 counts), followed 

by services (29.2%; 190 counts), automotive (26%; 78 counts), electronic/computer-

related (23%; 115 counts), and fashion/beauty (12.9%; 45 counts). Abbreviations were 

found the most in automotive (74.4%; 58 counts), followed by services (68.9%; 131 

counts), fashion/beauty (53.3%; 24 counts), electronic/computer-related (51.7%; 60 

counts), and beverages/restaurants (30.9%) (!2 (df = 4, N = 565) = 59.33, p < .01). 



 30 

Interestingly, abbreviations were the top nonverbal cues in four categories with the only 

exception being the beverages/restaurants category. Instead, beverages/restaurants used 

more emoticons (40.4%; 55 counts), followed by fashion/beauty (26.7%; 12 counts), 

electronics/computer-related (21.6%; 25 counts), and services (11.6%; 22 counts) (!2 (df 

= 4, N = 565) = 44.86, p < .01).  

RQ1-d: Brand Anthropomorphism by b) Message Type. The use of personal 

pronouns was found most often in replies (72.4%), followed by original tweets (42.3%) 

and retweets (42.2%) (!2 (df = 2, N = 2200) = 187.92, p < .01). First-person pronouns 

appeared most in replies (59.8%; 357 counts), followed by retweets (56.8%; 79 counts) 

and original tweets (48.4%; 214 counts). Second-person pronouns were also identified in 

72% of replies (430 counts), 56.6% in original tweets (250 counts), and 40.3% in 

retweets. 

No significant difference was found for the use of verbs in imperative form across 

tweet types (!2 (df = 2, N = 2200) = 3.27, p = .20), but replying messages exhibited a 

higher tendency to ask consumers to contact the brand for feedback and customer service, 

while original tweets redirected their customers to other media venues. Nearly half 

(47.3%) of replies consisted of asking consumers to contact the brands for feedback and 

customer service, while original tweets and retweets accounted for, respectively, 5.1% 

(15 counts) and 3.3% (3 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 589) = 155.01, p < .01). As for tweets 

redirecting to other media, original tweets ranked the highest with 41.9% (124 counts), 

followed by retweets (37.8%; 34 counts) and replies (15.8%; 32 counts), and the 

difference was statistically significant, !2 (df = 2, N = 589) = 39.10, p < .01. Tweets 

asking for relationship did not vary (!2 (df = 2, N = 589) = .31, p = .86). 

Replies contained more nonverbal cues (specifically emoticons; 35.4%) than other 

types of messages (retweets =21.9%; original tweets = 19.1%; !2 (df = 2, N = 2200) = 
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66.93, p < .01): 35.4% of replies (292 counts) contained nonverbal cues, followed by 

retweets (21.9%; 72 counts), and original tweets (19.1%; 200 counts). Emoticons were 

the only nonverbal cue, which was most frequently used in replies (37.5%; 110 counts), 

while original tweets accounted for 5% (10 counts) and retweets 4.2% (3 counts). The 

difference for the use of emoticons across message types was statistically significant, !2 

(df = 2, N = 565) = 88.93, p < .01. Abbreviations were most frequently used in retweets 

(70.8%; 51 counts), followed by original tweets (67.5%; 135 counts), and replies (44%; 

129 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 565) = 34.16, p < .01). Capitalizations were found more in 

original tweets (185; 36 counts) than replies (7.8%; 23 counts) and retweets (5.6%; 4 

counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 565) = 14.97, p < .01). 

Insert Table 5 about here 

CONSUMER-BRAND RELATIONSHIP 

RQ2-a: Determinants of Relationship Quality. The determinants of relationship 

quality were found in 11.4% of total tweets (251 counts). Investment was most frequently 

found (59.4%; 149 counts), followed by satisfaction (25.1%; 63 counts), loyalty (8.8%; 

22 counts), commitment (6.8%; 17 counts), trust (3.6%; 9 counts), and alternatives (2%; 

5 counts). 

RQ2-b: Consumer-Brand Relationship by a) Product Category. Determinants of 

consumer-brand relationship quality varied based on product category (!2 (df = 4, N = 

2200) = 28.98, p < .01). Fashion/beauty ranked at the top with 18.3% of their tweets (64 

counts), followed by beverages/restaurants (11.5%; 46 counts), electronics/computer-

related (11.4%; 57 counts), services (10.6%; 69 counts), and automotive (5%; 15 counts). 

Automotive (53.3%) and beverages/restaurants (37%) tweeted more messages 

emphasizing satisfaction than other determinants, while electronics/computer-related 



 32 

(61.4%; 35 counts), services (76.8%; 53 counts), and fashion/beauty (68.8%; 44 counts) 

emphasized investment for relationship. The other five determinants had at least one cell 

that had an expected count of less than 5, except for investment in the relationship. The 

difference of investment by product categories was statistically significant, !2 (df = 4, N 

= 251) = 37.97, p < .01. 

RQ2-b: Consumer-Brand Relationship by b) Message Type. Relationship 

determinants were found more in replies (14.3%; 118 counts) than original tweets (10%; 

105 counts) or retweets (8.5%; 28 counts). The difference of relationship determinants 

across message types was significant, !2 (df = 2, N = 2200) = 11.52, p < .01. Among the 

determinants, only satisfaction (!2 (df = 2, N = 251) = 29.07, p < .01) and investment (!2 

(df = 2, N = 251) = 24.55, p < .01) were statistically significant, and replies exhibited a 

higher tendency to emphasize satisfaction, while original tweets and retweets emphasize 

investment for relationship. Satisfaction was more frequently found in replies (40.7%; 48 

counts) than original tweets (12.4%; 13 counts) and retweets (7.1%; 2 counts). 

Investment, on the other hand, account for 75.2% of original tweets (79 counts) and 

67.9% retweets (19 counts), and 43.2% of replies (51 counts).  

Insert Table 6 about here 

INFORMATION TYPES AND MESSAGE STRATEGIES 

RQ3-a: Information Type. Informational cues were identified in 73.6% of total 

tweets: brand names in 68.8% (1108 counts), redirecting informational cues in 65.9% 

(1067 counts), product-related cues in 26.3% (426 counts), and company-related cues in 

6.1% of them (99 counts).  

RQ3-b: Information Type by a) Product Category. The use of informational cues 

varied by the product category (!2 (df = 4, N = 2200) = 138.88, p < .01). It accounted for 
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81.8% of electronics/computer-related (409 counts), 81.2% of services (528 counts), 

76.3% of fashion/beauty (267 counts), 69.7% of automotive, and 51.8% of 

beverages/restaurants (207 counts). Overall, brand name was frequently found (over 62% 

at least) across all product categories. Redirecting cues were the next most-frequently 

found in automotive (66%; 138 counts), electronics/computer-related (68.2%; 279 

counts), and services (83.3%; 440 counts), but they only accounted for 49.4% of 

fashion/beauty (132 counts) and 37.6% (78 counts). Product-related information was 

most often found in fashion/beauty (34.8%; 93 counts), followed by 

beverages/restaurants (30.4%; 63 counts), services (25.4%; 134 counts), 

electronics/computer-related (22.2%; 91 counts), and automotive (21.5%; 45 counts). 

Source accounted for 22.5% of fashion/beauty (60 counts), 11.6% of services, 9% of 

electronics/computer-related (37 counts), 7.7% of automotive (16 counts), and 4.8% of 

beverages/restaurants (10 counts). Company-related information was most found in 

service (9.1%; 48 counts), followed by electronics/computer-related (5.9%; 24 counts), 

automotive (5.3%; 11 counts), fashion/beauty (4.5%; 12 counts), beverages/restaurants 

(1.9%; 4 counts). 

RQ3-a: Information Type by b) Message Type. Informational cues accounted for 

89.8% of original tweets (939 counts), 46.3% of replies (382 counts) and 90.9% of 

retweets (299 counts), and the difference was statistically significant (!2 (df = 2, N = 

2200) = 508.16, p < .01). Redirecting cues were most frequently used in original tweets 

(77.5%; 728 counts) and retweets (79.6%; 238 counts), but they only accounted for 

26.4% of replies (101 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N =1620) = 346, p < .01). Brand name was also 

frequently found across the message types, and it was found the most in retweets (75.9%; 

227 counts), followed by original tweets (66.9%; 628 counts), and replies (66.2%; 253 

counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 1620) = 9.66, p < .01). Product-related information was most 
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found in replies (34%; 130 counts), followed by original tweets (24%; 225 counts), and 

retweets (23.7%; 71 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N =1620) = 15.44, p < .01). Company-related 

information was most found in original tweets (7.5%; 70 counts), followed by retweets 

(5.7%; 17 counts), and replies (3.1%; 12 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 1620) = 8.92, p < .05). 

Source accounted for 15.4% of retweets (46 counts), 14.1% of original tweets (132 

counts), and 1.6% of replies (6 counts) (!2 (df = 2, N = 1620) = 47.96, p < .01).  

Insert Table 7 about here 

RQ4: Message Strategy. Of the total tweets, 1046 tweets (47.5%) were original 

tweets, and 64.6% were found not to include any strategies. Ration most frequently 

appeared with 27.1% (283 tweets), followed by Ego (2.9%; 30 tweets), Acute Need 

(1.3%; 28), Social (1.2%; 26), and Sensory (.1%; 3). 

Insert Table 8 about here 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Social media in general have transformed the way information is exchanged and 

consumer-brand relationships. To attract consumer attention and generate brand 

awareness and familiarity, an increasing number of marketers have created brand 

presence on social media. In particular, Twitter is a fastest-growing social media that has 

successfully attracted more than millions of users. While marketing researchers and 

practitioners suggest that Twitter enables marketers to provide customer services, 

increase sales, and build relationships with consumers, little empirical research has 

examined interactions between consumers and brands on Twitter. The interactive features 

of Twitter enable brands to listen to consumers, initiate a dialogue, reply to consumers, 

and communicate with a sense of humor — all of which, in a sense, can be seen as 

“behaviors” enacted on the part of the brand (Fournier 1995). Along with this postulate, 

the present study is an exploratory study focusing on how top global brands use Twitter 

to engage with consumers. This study advances understanding of brand 

anthropomorphism, consumer-brand relationship, and information distribution in a virtual 

environment. 

First, the findings suggest that about half of the analyzed brands in this 

investigation had human representatives. As suggested by Aggarwal (2004), seeing a 

more human image on the brands than when interacting with faceless accounts may 

influence consumers to fall back on social relationships to retain human-to-human 

interaction. Further, replying to messages and using personal pronouns or verbs in the 

imperative form all suggest that brands are listening to their consumers and want to invite 

them to discourse. Even though the study found relating emotions or verbal nuances to be 



 36 

less significant in this study, the identification of those nonverbal cues still indicates that 

brands attempt to reduce impersonality. Consumers expect a dialogue on social media in 

which brands listen to what they have to say rather than simply pushing promotional 

marketing messages without taking into account what customers think, feel, and want 

(Millward 2010). By communicating and interacting with consumers, marketers can 

convey both their personalities and the brand’s human characteristics. Consequently, their 

“engaging communication or conversations” may be seen as brand behaviors in the 

virtual community. This process may help generate trait inferences that collectively 

summarize consumer perceptions about brands, while elevating the brand status to a 

contributing, relational partner (Fournier 1995). 

Investigation of verbs in the imperative form suggests that brands are using 

Twitter as a tool to initiate and maintain relationships with consumers. By asking 

consumers to “follow the brand,” “come by the booth,” “join us at the event” or “sign up” 

for a planned occasion, brands attempt to initiate relationships. In doing so, brands not 

only save marketing costs but may also develop and cultivate long-term consumer-brand 

relationships. The findings suggest that satisfaction and investment were the most 

frequently found consumer-brand relationship determinants. Considering that replies 

contained more satisfaction, while original tweets carried more investment, this result 

may indicate that brands are emphasizing consumer satisfaction more strongly when 

communicating directly with consumers, while emphasizing investment to maintain and 

enhance customer relationships only when they reach an unspecified number of 

consumers. Furthermore, identification of these two factors may support the idea that 

they are essential influences in consumer-brand relationships (e.g., Chaudhuri and 

Holbrook 2001; Sung and Choi 2010).  
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As for the information type, the results of this study suggest that product- or 

company-related information was found less frequently. In contrast, brand names were 

mentioned most on tweets, followed by redirecting cues. These findings are in line with 

previous research findings that Twitter is useful in generating exposure to brands and 

driving more traffic to brand websites, rather than for selling products and services (e.g., 

Heaps 2009; Stelzner 2010). That is, Twitter can be employed to generate buzz around 

brands and to engage with current and future consumers. In addition, redirecting 

consumers to different channels recurred in this research as well. For instance, all brands 

with Twitter accounts provided their corporate or social media web addresses on Twitter. 

The results as to verbs in the imperative form also suggest that brands asked consumers 

to visit, or referred them to, other media such as corporate websites or social media, or to 

watch their TV commercials. 

The variables this study examined tend to vary by business category but did not 

exhibit a significant pattern. Regarding message types, however, greater 

anthropomorphism and more relationship variables occurred in replies than in original 

tweets and retweets. Yet informational cues appeared more in original tweets and 

retweets. This finding may be related to the function of each message type. With replies, 

marketers respond directly to consumers, answering their questions. For this reason, 

brands are likely to use more personal nouns, verbs in the imperative form, and nonverbal 

cues, while emphasizing continuing relationships. However, with original tweets 

(marketers initiate a message) and retweets (marketers forward other tweeters’ 

messages), marketers try to target an unspecific number of consumers. Thus, these 

message types are more inclined than replies to contain brand information, sources, or 

reference. 
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In sum, this research fills the literature gap on brand use of social media in the 

Web 2.0 environment, underscoring the importance of Twitter as a vehicle to build and 

maintain relationships between consumers and brands. The study provided the 

perspective that by attributing human characteristics to brands through conversations and 

interactions on Twitter, marketers can animate and humanize their brands. Such an 

approach may influence consumers to elevate the status of the brand from that of a 

passive object to one of full-fledged relationship partner (Fournier 1995). This 

transformation may result in brands becoming unique by allowing companies to develop 

distinctive images and personalities in a meaningful manner by building preference for 

their brands and differentiating them from competitors (Aaker 1997). Also, by using 

Twitter, in conjunction with other media outlets, marketers can attract consumer attention 

and drive more traffic to other corporate websites or social media venues. In this way, 

marketers can reach consumers with personally relevant information while increasing and 

shaping consumer brand knowledge with cohesive messages across various media 

venues.  

This study has several limitations. An average brand sent about 483 tweets during 

this sampling period, but the author examined only 44 brands and 50 tweets from each 

brand due to the extremely time-consuming process. The investigation of a small portion 

from each brand may partially reflect what marketers mostly do with Twitter, and the 

limited time period sampled is subject to seasonal and situational influences. For this 

reason, the sampling method may restrict the generalizability of this research. The author 

also examined the single largest Twitter account for each brand, but a number of 

companies have more than one Twitter account (e.g., Disney, Starbucks, Cisco, and 

Samsung). The largest account may be faceless by design, and lack a particular 

personality on purpose. The other research limitation involves the coding scheme, which 
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does not incorporate the frequency with which each of the anthropomorphism and 

relationship variables and informational cues appeared in the messages, although 

repetition of several variables might influence overall consumer impression of brand 

personification and the informative nature of the messages. 

Also, this study incorporated some new categories to examine the types of 

information that marketers disseminate on social media, but more efforts are needed to 

further refine types of information to better understand the informativeness of marketing 

messages in social media. Further, the message strategies defined by Taylor (1999) are 

often examined in an advertising context. Even though only original tweets are coded 

based on this scheme, coders could not easily code message strategies because tweets are 

not exactly advertising copy. Sometimes marketers began a conversation on Twitter. It 

might have been thought that marketers simply use social media to send out information, 

but in reality, they were also engaged in marketing communications, establishing 

relationships between marketers and consumers. Thus, Taylor’s message strategies and 

the coding scheme were not fully applicable for examining marketing messages in social 

media. 

Since this exploratory research describes only the current practices of marketers 

on Twitter, future research should examine Twitter from the standpoint of consumers — 

such as why consumers interact with brands on Twitter when marketers stimulate brand 

anthropomorphism, whether consumers are more likely to perceive brands as active 

relational partners (and at what point), whether consumers form positive or negative 

brand impressions, and whether consumers are more willing to maintain brand 

relationships. In addition, researchers should investigate how information technology not 

only assists and enhances relationship formation, but also repairs — and why consumers 

terminate relationships by opting out of membership (Sheth and Parvatiyar 1995). Lastly, 
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the increasing popularity of cross-media promotion among advertisers encourages future 

studies to focus on more than one medium. For instance, researchers might explore how 

consumers integrate information on social media with that of other online and offline 

media such as magazines and television.  
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Table 1. The Complete List of the Brands 

Brand Country 
of Origin Category Total 

Followers 
Total 

Following 
Total 

Tweets 
Oct. 1-

Nov. 30 
Coca-Cola U.S. Beverages 166,071 65,595 18,794 3,157 
Microsoft U.S. Computer Software 149,040 289 2,298 326 
Google U.S. Internet Services 2,604,020 306 1,977 141 
GE U.S. Diversified 5,737 2,506 2,462 114 
McDonald's U.S. Restaurants 68,078 9,013 4,178 711 
Nokia Finland Electronics 46,145 71 1,104 230 
Disney U.S. Media 98,341 75 1,182 112 
Toyota Japan Automotive 29,732 18,741 1,850 197 
Gillette U.S. FMCG 6,596 7,150 4,256 514 
Cisco U.S. Business Services 42,464 2,792 3,154 256 
Samsung South Korea Electronics 31,631 22,433 7,698 876 
Honda Japan Automotive 8,182 6,272 2,358 219 
H&M Sweden Apparel 77,424 52 1,235 378 
Oracle U.S. Business Services 25,445 39 1,483 103 
Pepsi U.S. Beverages 48,617 39,697 2,068 186 
American Express U.S. Financial Services 78,251 8,414 4,962 911 
Nike U.S. Sporting Goods 37,446 95 6,654 2,275 
UPS U.S. Transportation 1,508 110 1,062 256 
Sony Japan Electronics 27,482 2,221 7,538 848 
Nintendo Japan Electronics 42,628 1,271 1,080 256 
Thomson Reuters Canada Media 6,194 83 1,313 168 
Citi U.S. Financial Services 2,801 3,031 3,222 655 
eBay U.S. Internet Services 19,509 250 1,288 297 
Gucci Italy Luxury 31,146 186 579 131 
L'Oréal France FMCG 9,845 676 1,508 139 
Accenture U.S. Business Services 17,166 663 1,028 149 
Siemens Germany Diversified 5,769 1,489 2,835 212 
Ford U.S. Automotive 41,312 34,468 6,165 254 
Volkswagen Germany Automotive 9,369 3,465 752 118 
BlackBerry Canada Electronics 173,888 1,933 2,491 902 
MTV U.S. Media 963,911 2,796 11,472 2,047 
Xerox U.S. Electronics 2,633 531 2,271 112 
KFC U.S. Restaurants 20,125 20,137 2,220 228 
Sprite U.S. Beverages 4,369 87 1,400 265 
Audi Germany Automotive 15,415 11,848 1,521 339 
Avon U.S. FMCG 8,039 473 1,679 339 
Hyundai South Korea Automotive 6,958 2,642 1,893 280 
Yahoo! U.S. Internet Services 51,667 1,378 5,761 852 
Pizza Hut U.S. Restaurants 39,033 26,856 1,707 106 
Adobe U.S. Computer Software 32,220 241 3,240 365 
Smirnoff U.K. Alcohol 13,854 15,222 1,695 380 
Zurich Switzerland Financial Services 1,081 1,997 1,168 180 
Lancôme France FMCG 36,032 10,519 900 285 
Starbucks U.S. Restaurants 1,150,803 80,426 6,274 366 
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Table 2. Examination of the Account Profile Page 

  Frequency (Brands) Percentage (of 44 Brands)  

Profile Picture     
Brand Logo 38 86.4% 
Product Image 3 6.8% 
User Name 1 2.3% 

 Anniversary Mark 1 2.3% 

Background Image     
Brand Logo 19 43.2% 
Product Image 13 29.5% 
Marketers 3 6.8% 
Celebrity Endorsers 2 4.5% 

 A Simple Solid Color 8 18.2% 

Website     
Corporate Website 37 84.1% 
Social Media 6 13.6% 

 Other 1 2.3% 

Bio     
Official Twitter Account 20 45.5% 
Purpose of the Account 19 43.2% 
Company Info on Business 13 29.5% 
Web address 2 4.5% 

 Customer Service Contact Info 1 2.3% 
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Table 3. The Use of Human Representatives on Twitter Account Page 

 Frequency (brands) Percentage (out of 44 brands) 

Marketers' Signature on Tweet 15 34.09% 
Marketer Information on Profile Page 14 31.82% 

Real Name 11  
Contact Information 6  
Position  4  

 Personal Interest 1  

Celebrity on Profile Page 2 4.55% 

 

Table 4. The List of the Brands Signed by Marketers and Used Spokesperson 

Company Marketer’s signature Celebrities/Marketers 

Coca-Cola 48 96%  
BlackBerry 45 90% Yes 
Pepsi 42 84% Yes 
Sprite 36 72%  
Toyota 31 62% Yes 
Ford 24 48% Yes 
Starbucks 24 48% Yes 
McDonalds 20 40%  
Audi 11 22%  
eBay 9 18%  
Hyundai 4 8% Yes 
Microsoft 3 6% Yes 
Citi 1 2%  
Gillette 1 2%  
Nintendo 1 2%  
American Express 0 0% Yes 
H&M 0 0% Yes* 
Adobe 0 0% Yes 
Avon 0 0% Yes* 
Cisco 0 0% Yes 
UPS 0 0% Yes 
Nokia 0 0% Yes 
Honda 0 0% Yes 
Thomson Reuter 0 0% Yes 

Note:  * Celebrity endorsers are used 
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Table 5. Brand Anthropomorphism by Product Category and Message Type 

 Automotive Electronics/ 
Computer Services 

Fashion/ 
Beauty 

Beverages/ 
Restaurants 

Original 
Tweets Replies Retweets Total 

Personal Pronoun a c 170 56.7% 244 48.8% 298 45.8% 214 61.1% 252 63.0% 442 42.3% 597 72.4% 139 42.2% 1178 
First-persona c 101 59.4% 111 45.5% 170 57.0% 131 61.2% 137 54.4% 214 48.4% 357 59.8% 79 56.8% 650   

  Second-persona c 91 53.5% 159 65.2% 194 65.1% 120 56.1% 172 68.3% 250 56.6% 430 72.0% 56 40.3% 736 

Imperative Verbs a  71 23.7% 132 26.4% 213 32.8% 93 26.6% 80 20.0% 296 28.3% 203 24.6% 90 27.4% 589 
Redirecting c 26 36.6% 50 37.9% 66 31.0% 29 31.2% 19 23.8% 124 41.9% 32 15.8% 34 37.8% 190 
Relationship b 18 25.4% 35 26.5% 43 20.2% 32 34.4% 28 35.0% 81 27.4% 51 25.1% 24 26.7% 156 
Contact Brand a c 12 16.9% 14 10.6% 64 30.0% 7 7.5% 17 21.3% 15 5.1% 96 47.3% 3 3.3% 114 
Sales a c 2 2.8% 6 4.5% 23 10.8% 15 16.1% 5 6.3% 36 12.2% 5 2.5% 10 8.6% 51 

  
  
  
  
  eWOM c  4 5.6% 15 11.4% 16 7.5% 9 9.7% 4 5.0% 29 9.8% 7 3.4% 12 13.3% 48 

Nonverbal Cues a c 78 26.0% 115 23.0% 190 29.2% 45 12.9% 136 34.0% 200 19.1% 292 35.4% 72 21.9% 564 
Abbreviation a c 58 74.4% 60 51.7% 131 68.9% 24 53.3% 42 30.9% 135 67.5% 129 44.0% 51 70.8% 315 
Emoticon a c 9 11.5% 25 21.6% 22 11.6% 12 26.7% 55 40.4% 10 5.0% 110 37.5% 3 4.2% 123 
Repeated 
Punctuation b c 13 16.7% 24 20.7% 20 10.5% 12 26.7% 24 17.6% 33 16.5% 45 15.4% 15 20.8% 93 

Capitalization b c 3 3.8% 14 12.1% 28 14.7% 0 0.0% 18 13.2% 36 18.0% 23 7.8% 4 5.6% 63 

  

Sound Mimicking 5 6.4% 10 8.6% 11 5.8% 5 11.1% 21 15.4% 15 7.5% 34 11.6% 3 4.2% 52 

Total 300 500 650 350 400 1046 825 329  

Note: a  !2 test, p < .01 at Product Category 
 b !2 test, p < .05 at Product Category 
 c !2 test, p < .01 at Message Type 
 d !2 test, p < .05 at Message Type
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Table 6. Consumer-Brand Relationship by Product Category and Message Type 

 Automotive Electronics/ 
Computer Services 

Fashion/ 
Beauty 

Beverages/ 
Restaurants 

Original 
Tweets Replies Retweets Total 

Relationship a c 15 5.0% 57 11.4% 69 10.6% 64 18.3% 46 11.5% 105 10.0% 118 14.3% 28 8.5% 251 
Investment a c 2 13.3% 35 61.4% 53 76.8% 44 68.8% 15 32.6% 79 75.2% 51 43.2% 19 67.9% 149 
Satisfaction c 8 53.3% 12 21.1% 17 24.6% 9 14.1% 17 37.0% 13 12.4% 48 40.7% 2 7.1% 63 
Loyalty 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 3 4.3% 8 12.5% 11 23.9% 4 3.8% 16 13.6% 2 7.1% 22 
Commitment 2 13.3% 7 12.3% 3 4.3% 2 3.1% 3 6.5% 10 9.5% 4 3.4% 3 10.7% 17 
Trust 0 0.0% 2 3.5% 0 0.0% 2 3.1% 5 10.9% 3 2.9% 6 5.1% 0 0.0% 9 

  

Alternative 3 20.0% 2 3.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 1.9% 1 0.8% 2 7.1% 5 

Note: a  !2 test, p < .01 at Product Category 
 b !2 test, p < .05 at Product Category 
 c !2 test, p < .01 at Message Type 
 d !2 test, p < .05 at Message Type  
 
Table 7. Information Type by Product Category and Message Type 

 Automotive Electronics/ 
computer Services Fashion/ 

Beauty 
Beverages/ 

Restaurants 
Original 

Tweets Replies Retweets Total 

 Information a c 209 69.7% 409 81.8% 528 81.2% 267 76.3% 207 51.8% 939 89.8% 382 46.3% 299 90.9% 1620 

Brand name b c 151 72.2% 296 72.4% 332 62.9% 182 68.2% 147 71.0% 628 66.9% 253 66.2% 227 75.9% 1108 
Redirecting a c 138 66.0% 279 68.2% 440 83.3% 132 49.4% 78 37.7% 728 77.5% 101 26.4% 238 79.6% 1067 
Product-related a c 45 21.5% 91 22.2% 134 25.4% 93 34.8% 63 30.4% 225 24.0% 130 34.0% 71 23.7% 426 
Source a c 16 7.7% 37 9.0% 61 11.6% 60 22.5% 10 4.8% 132 14.1% 6 1.6% 46 15.4% 184 

  

Company-related a d 11 5.3% 24 5.9% 48 9.1% 12 4.5% 4 1.9% 70 7.5% 12 3.1% 17 5.7% 99 

Note: a  !2 test, p < .01 at Product Category 
 b !2 test, p < .05 at Product Category 
 c !2 test, p < .01 at Message Type 
 d !2 test, p < .05 at Message Type 
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Table 8. Message Strategy 

   Frequency (counts) Percentage 

 Message Strategy 1046 47.5% 
Not found 676 64.6% 
Ego 30 2.9% 
Social 26 2.5% 
Sensory 3 0.3% 
Routine 0 0.0% 
Acute Need 28 2.7% 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  Ration 283 27.1% 
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Appendix A. Best Global Brand’s Twitter Account — Code Sheet 

Part A.  Brand Types 

1. Country of Origin:  

(1) Canada (2) Finland (3) Germany (4) Italy 
(5) Japan (6) Netherlands  (7) South Korea (8) Sweden 
(9) Switzerland (10) U.K.  (11) U.S.  

 
2. Industry type:  

(1) Alcohol (2) Apparel  (3) Automotive (4) Beverages 
(5) Business Services (6) Computer Software (7) Diversified (8) Electronics 
(9) Financial Service (10) FMCG (10) Internet Services (8) Luxury 
(9) Media (10) Restaurants (11) Sporting Goods (12) Transportation 

Part B. Brands’ Account Page 

3. Username: 

4. Followers: 

5. Following: 

6. Total tweets: 

7. Profile pictures:  

(1) Brand Logo (2) Celebrity Endorser(s) (3) Product 
(4) Marketer(s) (5) Other (Please specify)  

  
8. Background Image:  

(1) Brand Logos (2) Celebrity Endorsers  (3) Product  
(4) Marketers/Employees (5) Slogans (6) Other (Please specify) 

 
9. Web Link: (1) Corporate website (2) Social media (3) Other 

10. Bio (Check all that apply): 

(1) Official Account (2) Company Website  (3) Business Type 
(4) Location (5) Founding Year (6) Marketer(s) 
(7) Social Media (8) Imperative Verbs  (9) Other (Please specify) 

 
11. If you find marketers’ information, answer the following: 

7-1 Use their real name (1) Yes (2) No 
7-2 Show their photos (1) Yes (2) No 
7-3 Provide their position (1) Yes (2) No 
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7-4 Contact information (1) Yes (2) No 
7-5 Personal interests (1) Yes (2) No 

Part C. Brands’ Tweet 

12. Message type: (1) Original tweet (2) Reply  (3) Retweet (RT)   

13. The number of characters: 

14. Personal pronouns:  (1) Yes  (2) No 

3-1 First-person (e.g., “I,” “my,” “me,” “myself,” “we,” “us,” “our”) (1) Yes  (2) No 
3-2 Second-person (e.g., “you,” “yours,” “yourself”) (1) Yes  (2) No 
3-3 Third-person (e.g., “she/he,” “him/her,” “they,” “them,” “their”) (1) Yes  (2) No 

 
15. Brand/ advertiser: (1) Yes  (2) No 

16. Web address (URL): (1) Yes  (2) No 

5-1. If yes, where is it taking? 

(1) Official website (2) Other social media (3) Not able to identify   (4) Other (Please specify) 
 

17. Marketer’s signature or name on the tweet:   (1) Yes  (2) No 

18. Verbs in the imperative form: (1) Yes (2) No  

18-1. What is the action to take (Check all that apply)?  

(1) Call a 800 number (2) Use/purchase (3) Visit/ check out the URL 
(4) Email/send a (direct) message (5) Tweet  (6) Share/Retweet(RT)  
(7) Sign up (8) Follow/ stay tuned (9) Be a fan on other social media 
(10) Enjoy (11) Other (specify)  

 
19. Use of nonverbal cues:   (1) Yes   (2) No 

19-1 Emoticons (1) Yes  (please specify what it is) (2) No 
19-2 Abbreviations (1) Yes (please specify what it is) (2) No 
19-3 Repeated punctuation  (1) Yes (please specify what it is) (2) No 
19-4 Intentional misspelling (1) Yes (please specify what it is) (2) No 
19-5 Other (Please specify)   

 
20. Use the addressee’s name: (1) Yes   (2) No  

21. Mention of “following”:  (1) Yes (2) No 

22. Determinants of a relationship: 

22-1 Satisfaction (1) Yes  (2) No 
22-2 Investment (1) Yes  (2) No 
22-3 Alternatives (1) Yes  (2) No 
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22-4 Commitment (1) Yes  (2) No 
22-5 Trust (1) Yes  (2) No 
22-6 Loyalty (1) Yes  (2) No 
22-7 Other (Please specify)   

 

23. Do marketers treat readers in which of the following ways?  (1) Yes   (2) No 

23-1 Family (including brother, sister etc) (1) Yes (2) No 
23-2 Friend (1) Yes (2) No 
23-3 Brand community member (1) Yes (2) No 
23-4 Fan  (1) Yes (2) No 
23-5 Other (Please specify) (1) Yes (2) No 

 
24. Is the tweet company-related?  (1) Yes   (2) No 

** If yes, answer the following questions (25-26). 

25. Information types (Check all that apply, and none are applicable, enter 0):  

(1) Price/value (2) Quality  (3) Performance/malfunction 
(4) Components /contents (5) Availability  (6) Special offers 
(7) Taste (8) Packaging or shape (9) Guarantees/warranties 
(10) Safety (11) Nutrition (12) Independent research /ranks 
(13) Company-sponsored research (14) New ideas (15) 800 number 
(16) Mail-in/email address  (17) Disclaimer (18) Executives/ celebrities  
(19) Education/ training/seminar (20) Jobs/career- related (21) Sales- or Purchase-related  
(22) (Smartphone) Apps/download (23) Sponsorship/affiliation (24) Other (Please specify) 

 
25-1. If it is (6) special offers, what is it?  

(1) Coupons (2) Deals (3) Contests/sweepstakes (4) Samples 
(5) Loyalty programs (6) Rebates (7) Free giveaways (8) Other (Please specify) 

     
26. Message strategy (answer this if it is original tweet, and if none are applicable, enter 0):  

(1) Ego (2) Social (3) Sensory 
(4) Routine (5) Acute need (6) Ration 
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