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Abstract As the leading social media tool, Facebook
is increasingly becoming an important channel for two-
sided stakeholder communication in the energy sector.
Even though public utilities more and more all relying
on such virtual communication, little is known regarding
the communication-related factors and their interdepen-
dencies. This study aims to reduce this research gap by
analysing correlations between a public utility’s specifi-
cations, communication interactivity, the resources spent
and the outcome of the Facebook conversation. In 2016,
an online questionnaire was sent to German, Austrian and
Swiss utility companies. The empirical data of the 139 util-
ities that responded fully support relationships between the
communication interactivity and the invested resources as
well as the outcomes of a communication. In this way, the
results provide new insights for scholars and practitioners
into the Facebook conversations of public entities.

Keywords Social media · Facebook · Stakeholder
engagement · Stakeholder dialogue · Public utilities

Die Kommunikation öffentlicher Energieversorger
auf Facebook

Zusammenfassung Zunehmend bieten Energieversorger
ihren Anspruchsgruppen die Möglichkeit zu einer virtuel-
len Facebook-Kommunikation. Somit gewinnt Facebook als
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führendes Social Media Tool auch in der Energiebranche
an Relevanz. Wesentliche kommunikationsbezogene Fakto-
ren sowie deren Zusammenhänge sind jedoch unzureichend
bekannt. Um bestehende Forschungslücken zu reduzieren,
sollen anhand dieser Studie die Wirkungszusammenhänge
zwischen den Unternehmensspezifika, der Kommunikati-
onsinteraktivität, den verwendeten finanziellen und perso-
nellen Mitteln sowie dem Ergebnis einer Facebook Kom-
munikation analysiert werden. Hierzu wurde der Link zu
einem Online-Fragebogen an deutsche, österreichische und
schweizer Energieversorger versendet. Insgesamt nahmen
an der Studie 139 Unternehmen teil. Anhand der empi-
rischen Ergebnisse lässt sich ein Zusammenhang zwischen
der Kommunikationsinteraktivität und den investierten Mit-
teln sowie dem Ergebnis der Facebook Kommunikation
nachweisen.

1 Introduction

Private firms as well as public organisations—including
public agencies—are increasingly focusing stakeholder
communication on social media platforms (Mühlbacher
and Kornum 2013; Bortree and Seltzer 2009). Regarding
the private sector, a comprehensive body of literature al-
ready exists concerning virtual communication processes
and outcomes (e. g. Kim et al. 2014; Haigh et al. 2013;
Swani et al. 2013; Dekay 2012). Similarly, the use of so-
cial media in the public sector, especially in government
agencies, is progressively focused (Manetti et al. 2016;
Oliveira and Welch 2013; Mossberger et al. 2013; Bonsón
et al. 2012). However, the public management literature on
social media can still seen to be in its infancy (Sharif et al.
2015; Agostino 2013; Criado et al. 2013). Only a minority
of studies emphasizes the application of social media by
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public organisations such as utility companies (Martin and
Grueb 2016). Nevertheless, especially public utilities are
confronted with fundamental sectoral challenges. Examples
are the increasing competition due to the liberalisation of
the European energy sector, the growing amount of products
and services, the consumers that suddenly become energy
producers as well as—particularly in Germany—the exit
from nuclear and fossil-fuel energy (Martin and Grueb
2016; Witt 2013; Dechange and Friedrich 2013). In this
challenging environment, Facebook as the leading social
media tool seems to allow utilities more of a dialogue with
its various stakeholders (Manetti et al. 2016; Statista 2016a,
2016b, 2015; Lovari and Parisi 2015; Cho et al. 2014). An
initial study by Martin and Grueb (2016) indicate that most
utilities employ Facebook to improve their public relations,
reputation/image as well as to increase customers’ loyalty,
level of awareness and dialog. In this way, ‘the majority
of companies pay attention to service as well as brand and
PR objectives’ (Martin and Grueb 2016, p. 13). Further,
Martin and Grueb (2016) as well as Martin (2016) identify
a growing amount of German, Austrian and Swiss utility
companies using Facebook for stakeholder communication.
The investigated utilities differ in their size, their public
share, the interactivity of their stakeholder communication,
their resources spent for Facebook communication and
communication outcomes. Due to the explorative character
of the two studies, the interdependencies of the described
factors were not emphasized. However, in order to more
actively manage Facebook conversations, a deeper under-
standing of the factors influencing these conversations,
especially their interdependency, becomes crucial. This pa-
per will contribute to the public management literature on
social media by investigating such communication factors
and their interaction by using the example of public utili-
ties in Germany, Austria and Switzerland. The results will
provide new insights for scholars and practitioners into the
Facebook conversations of public entities. Practitioners will
also be enabled to more actively manage their Facebook
communications.

To meet the research objective, this paper is structured as
follows: After the introduction in Sect. 1, Sect. 2 presents
the conceptual framework for the study. Critical factors
of a Facebook communication are presented and interde-
pendencies proposed. The research design is presented in
Sect. 3 and the analysis of empirical findings in Sect. 4. In
Sect. 5 and 6 the empirical results are discussed along with
research and managerial implications.

2 Research Framework and Hypotheses

2.1 Stakeholder Engagement of Public Utilities
Through Facebook

As public utilities might be strongly affected by a variety
of stakeholders (O’Riordan and Fairbrass 2008; Donaldson
and Preston 1995), stakeholder theory suggests a consid-
eration of the different stakeholder interests when making
decisions (Rasche and Daniel 2006; Phillips et al. 2003;
Freeman and Evan 1990). In compliance with the stake-
holder theory, the concept of dialogic accounting ‘recog-
nizes various points of views and refuses to regard cap-
ital markets and investors as ‘priority’ stakeholders. Dia-
logic accounting, in short, rejects the idea of a universal
narrative, preferring to think of institutions as being be-
holden to diverse perspectives and the interests of a wide
variety of stakeholders’ (Manetti et al. 2016, p. 5). Ac-
cording to both theoretical constructs, stakeholder engage-
ment—especially the dialogue as a two sided exchange of
information—seems to play a fundamental role in collect-
ing the variety of stakeholder information and expectations
(Manetti et al. 2016; Driessen et al. 2013; Freeman 1984).
Cuppen (2012, p. 23) describes such stakeholder dialog ‘as
an organised meeting of stakeholders with different knowl-
edge, values and backgrounds who would otherwise not
meet (or not all together)’. As well as the identification and
selection of the relevant stakeholders, the dialog comprises
the exchange of perspectives as well as a confrontation of
different positions (Cuppen 2012). Particularly social net-
working sites such as Facebook seem to enable the utility
to such a dialog with its stakeholders (Manetti et al. 2016;
Yang and Kent 2014; Assmussen et al. 2013; Korschun and
Du 2013; Bortree and Seltzer 2009). To encourage a dia-
logue, the utilities should predominantly post information
which is perceived as interesting and relevant (Bonsón et al.
2015, p. 58). Stakeholders may respond in a way so as to
express their thoughts, emotions, intentions as well as be-
havior (Baltar and Brunet 2012; Chun and Reyes 2012).
The outcome of such dialogue might not necessarily be
a consensus. Rather, the dialogue often is seen as a tool
to collect and understand the different stakeholder perspec-
tives and expectations (Manetti et al. 2016).

2.2 Factors Influencing the Outcome of Stakeholder
Engagement on Facebook

The outcome of the utilities stakeholder engagement on
Facebook might be affected by a variety of factors, such
as the company’s specification (Sharif et al. 2015; Nah and
Saxton 2012), the communication interactivity (Bauer et al.
2012) and the resources spent (Picazo-Vela et al. 2012). The
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Fig. 1 Research framework.
(Source: Own compilation) Stakeholder engagement on Facebook

Company
specification

Communication
interactivity

Resources

Outcome 

= Proposi�ons of variable interdependency

P1

P2

P3
P4

P5

P6

proposed interdependencies of the factors are summarized
in Fig. 1.

Company Specifications Utilities differ in their company
size. As large organizations generally possess more re-
sources, they are capable of investing a higher budget for
Facebook communication and therefore might have differ-
ent communication processes and outcomes than smaller
utilities (Nah and Saxton 2012). Another aspect of the com-
pany’s specifications is ownership structure. Sharif et al.
(2015) emphasizes the fundamental differences between
public sector organizations and private sector firms. To be
more precise, public organizations and private firms seem
to have different cultural environments for an adoption
of social media communication which might strongly im-
pact stakeholder interactivity on Facebook and its outcomes
(Sharif et al. 2015; Mergel 2012).

Communication Interactivity A stakeholder dialog
comprises a symmetrical two-sided flow of information be-
tween the utility and its various stakeholders. By releasing
information, the utility may explain its company behaviour
and stimulate stakeholder response (Cho et al. 2014; Ped-
ersen et al. 2013; Merilainen and Vos 2011; Bortree and
Seltzer 2009; Wallsten 2007; Pedersen 2006). The degree
to which stakeholders engage in this dialogue depends on
their ability to affect the communication process (Manetti
et al. 2016; Pedersen 2006). In comparison to the one-way
communication of traditional media, Facebook’s special
strength seems to lie in two-sided interaction, enabling
the company to collect stakeholder information, increase
stakeholder engagement (Sharif et al. 2015; Agostino 2013;
Hofmann et al. 2013; Mergel 2013) and strengthen stake-
holder relationship (Kim et al. 2014; Yi et al. 2013; Waters
et al. 2009). The communication interactivity might be af-
fected by the company’s specifications (Sharif et al. 2015;

Mergel 2012) and the available resources (Picazo-Vela et al.
2012).

Resources As stated before, a link between the company
size and the invested resources might be assumed (Nah
and Saxton 2012). The amount of resources employed may
affect stakeholder communication in such a way that, for
example, a ‘lack of resources and procedures could un-
dermine the accuracy of the information posted on social
media’ (Picazo-Vela et al. 2012, p. 506).

Outcome ‘Organizations’ posts on Facebook are gener-
ally visible to anyone browsing their page but are only
pushed to the organization’s circle of fans’ (Garcia-Mil-
ian et al. 2012, p. 173). Fans may automatically receive
these information (Facebook 2017a), depending on several
factors such as the individual Facebook user settings (Face-
book 2017b) or the popularity of the postings (Facebook
2017c). The larger the amount of fans, the more stakehold-
ers may continually be reached and engaged (Garcia-Milian
et al. 2012). Since ‘Facebook marketing largely depends on
fans’ word-of-mouth communications, the more fans a busi-
ness Facebook page has, the more likely its Facebook mar-
keting is to be effective’ (Leung and Tanford 2016, p. 316).
Bauer et al. (2012) states that information access can be
seen as a chief motive to become a fan of a utility’s Face-
book account. Similarly, Swani et al. (2013, p. 287) high-
light that ‘[b]uilding account fanbases can be accomplished
by focusing on developing relevant message content’. In ad-
dition to content, the frequency of postings seems to pos-
itively affect the number of fans (Bürger 2015). Beyond
these communication aspects, the amount of fans might
also be influenced by the company’s specification (Sharif
et al. 2015; Nah and Saxton 2012) and the resources spent
(Picazo-Vela et al. 2012).
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Table 1 Variables and measures. (Source: Own compilation)

Variables Authors referring to the
importance of this indicator

Operationalization used in this study

Key items Indicators

1. Company
specification

1.1. Company size Nah and Saxton (2012) Number of employees: 1 (1–49 employ-
ees), 2 (50–249 employees), 3 (250–599
employees), 4 (600–1200 employees),
5 (>1200 employees)

1.2. Ownership structures Sharif et al. (2015) Public share in percentage
2. Communication
interactivity

Calculated
Interactivity
(=2.1. +
2.2. + 2.3.)

2.1. Average
frequency

Pedersen et al. (2013) Several times a day, once a day, several
times a week, at least once a week, sev-
eral times a month, once a month, less
than once a month

2.2. Rapidity of
response

Manetti et al. (2016) Within 24 h; within two working days;
within one week; it takes longer than one
week; we do not reply to comments at all

2.3. Perceived
interactivity

Pedersen et al. (2013) Interactive, active, reactive, passive

3. Resources 3.1. Time resources Manetti et al. (2016); Picazo-Vela
et al. (2012)

Total working hours for the Facebook
account per week

3.2. Monetary resources 0–15,000 euro; >15,000–30,000 euro;
>30,000–45,000 euro; >45,000–60,000
euro; >60,000–75,000 euro; >75,000
euro

4. Outcome 4.1. Number of fans on Facebook Leung and Tanford (2016); Bauer
et al. (2012); Garcia-Milian et al.
(2012)

Number of fans

Control variable Authors

5. Year of account creation Criado et al. (2013); Mergel and
Bretschneider (2013)

Year the Facebook account was created

3 Research Design and Methods

In February 2016 an online survey was launched to 1280
Austrian, German and Swiss utilities. All utilities are either
members of the Austrian Energy Association (Österreichs
Energie e. V.), the German Association of Energy and Wa-
ter Industries (BDEW) or the Federation of Swiss electric-
ity companies (VSE). The survey was mainly comprised of
multiple choice questions, focussing on the described key
items: (1) company specifications, (2) communication in-
teractivity, (3) resources spent and (4) communication out-
come. To measure such key items, this study uses indicators
based on current social media literature.

The indicators company size (Nah and Saxton 2012) and
ownership structure (Sharif et al. 2015) are used to describe
the company’s specification. Communication interactivity,
instead, is measured by the indicators: (1) average fre-
quency of the information provided (Pedersen et al. 2013),
(2) rapidity of response (Manetti et al. 2016) and (3) per-
ceived interactivity of communication on Facebook (Peder-
sen et al. 2013). In order to present the interdependencies of
the research framework in a more clearly arranged manner,
the values of these three ordinal indicators were in a first
step summated to the indicator “calculated interactivity”.
In a second step the correlation of the three communication

indicators are analysed separately. Resource, as a key item,
is subclassified in time and monetary resources. Time re-
sources are defined as the deployed time resources for Face-
book, including internal full-time personnel, internal part-
time personnel, internal apprentices or interns. The item
monetary resources describes the budget for the conceptual
design and support of the Facebook account in 2016, includ-
ing costs for internal personnel as well as external services
(Manetti et al. 2016; Picazo-Vela et al. 2012). The outcome
of a communication process might be multidimensional and
measured by a variety of items. Still, due to research eco-
nomic reasons and in line with the current literature (Leung
and Tanford 2016; Bauer et al. 2012; Garcia-Milian et al.
2012), this study concentrates on the amount of Facebook
fans as an indicator for the communication outcome.

Mergel and Bretschneider (2013) point out that through
continuous engagement in Facebook, public organizations
are gaining experience and adopting their application of
this communication tool correspondingly. In order to avoid
the influence of different experience and adoption levels of
the interdependencies focussed, the year an account was
created is integrated into this study as a control variable.
Correspondingly, a partial correlation analysis is used to
measure the degree of linear relationships between the de-
scribed indicators of the research framework. Such indica-
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Table 2 Findings of the descriptive analysis. (Source: Own compilation)

Key
items

1. Company specification 2. Communication interactivity 3. Resources 4. Outcome

Indicators 1.1. Com-
pany size

1.2. Own-
ership
structuresa

2.1. Fre-
quency of
informa-
tion

2.2. Ra-
pidity of
response

2.3. Per-
ceived
interactiv-
ity

Calculated
interactivity
(2.1. +
2.2. + 2.3.)

3.1. Time
re-
sources

3.2. Mon-
etary
resources

4.1. Amount
of fans

Arithmetic
average

3.07 69.98 4.98 4.88 3.10 13.05 14.35 1.81 6,546

Minimum 1 0.00 1 2 1 4 0.50 1 0

Maximum 5 100 7 5 4 16 80 6 60,000

Standard
devia-
tion

1.43 37.12 1.17 0.49 0.706 1.93 16.22 1.38 13,299

n 137 127 62 60 60 58 41 58 70
aTwo companies did not provide the basic data on the ownership structure. Eight utilities did not provide detailed information on the public share
of their mixed ownership

tors are summarized in Table 1. To handle missing values,
pairwise deletion is applied. Due to the relatively low num-
ber of cases, this study uses an expanded approach of three
significance levels (p < 0.01; p < 0.05; p < 0.1).

The survey was completed by 139 companies (11%), in-
cluding 11 Austrian, 105 German and 21 Swiss utilities.
Two companies did not provide information on the country
where their headquarters are located. Fifty percent of the
responding companies stated having an active Facebook ac-
count. Regarding the control variable, 14 companies (21%)
created the account between 2015 and 2016; 22 companies
(32%) between 2013 and 2014; 22 companies (32%) be-
tween 2011 and 2012. Ten companies (15%) became active
in Facebook before 2011.

4 Analysis of Empirical Findings

4.1 Descriptive Analysis

Company Specifications Regarding the utility’s size,
46% of the 137 companies have between one and 249
employees, 15% between 250 and 599 employees, 12%
between 600 and 1200 employees and 27% of the compa-
nies have more than 1200 employees. Out of 135 utilities,
nearly half of them are entirely public, around two-fifths
describe their ownership as mixed and a minority of 15%
are not public. 93% of the 43 companies that provided
additional information on their mixed ownership state their
public share is at least 50%. Consequently, the wide ma-
jority of participating companies can be seen as public
organizations.

Communication Interactivity Concerning the average
frequency of the provided information, 24% of the utilities

say they publish postings on their Facebook account once
or several times a day. 61% post several times a week,
whereas 15% are active once a week or less frequently.
Within 24 h, 94% of the companies respond to user com-
ments, such as questions, suggestions for improvement or
criticism. Three percent answer within two working days
and three percent within one week or a longer period of
time. 27% of the companies perceive their communication
as interactive, meaning that there is a strong interaction
with the Facebook users. 60% describe an active commu-
nication process. These utilities spread new information on
their account without external impetus. A reactive or even
passive communication style is specified by 13% of the
companies.

Resources The utility’s Facebook account is predomi-
nantly administered by in-company full time personnel,
supported by in-company part-time personnel, apprentices
or interns. The total working time on the Facebook ac-
count by internal staff accounts for an average of 14.35 h
per week. Ranging from a minimum of half an hour to
a maximum of 80 h a week, the time resources strongly
differ among the responding companies. Concerning the
monetary resources, nearly 70% of the companies annually
invest up to 15,000 euros in the conceptual design and sup-
port of the Facebook account, whereas 17% spend between
15,001 and 45,000 euros and 16% more than 45,000 euros.

Outcome On average, a utility’s Facebook site counts
6546 fans. Such a fanbase strongly varies among the par-
ticipating utilities. Some companies state they have no fans
while others claim to have 60,000 fans.

The empirical results of the descriptive analysis are sum-
marized in Table 2.

K



316 Z Energiewirtsch (2017) 41:311–319

Fig. 2 Interdependencies of
variables in the research frame-
work. Correlation significant at:
***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1.
(Source: Own compilation)

Note: Correlation significant at: *** p< 0.01; ** p< 0.05; * p<0.1  

Calculated interactivity

Resources

Outcome

Information frequency

.473*** (n=37).524*** (n=54) 

.320*** (n=64)

.400** 
(n=37)

Company specification

Ownership structures

Year of 
account 
creation

.308*
(n=36)

.368*** 
(n=51) 

.145 (n=54)

.353*** 
(n=54)

Rapidity of response

Perceived interactivity

Communication
interactivity

+

+

.582*** (n=54)

Monetary

Company size

-.056 (n=34)-.224 (n=49)

Time

Amount of fans
.116 (n=37)

Control 
variable

-.079 (n=58)

4.2 Relational Analysis

A linear relationship between the company size and the
indicators monetary resources (0.524, p = 0.000), time re-
sources (0.473, p = 0.002) as well as the amount of fans
(0.320, p = 0.009) can be verified. However, a relation-
ship between the company size and the ownership structure
or the calculated interactivity cannot be proved. When it
comes to the key item resource, there exists a linear inter-
relation between both of the indicators monetary as well
as time resources (0.400, p = 0.012). No interdependence
is detectable between these two resource indicators and the
ownership structure. Still, there is a connection between
the cumulated indicator “calculated interactivity” and mon-
etary (0.368, p = 0.007) as well as time resources (0.308, p =
0.060). Additionally, a link between monetary resources and
the amount of fans (0.582, p = 0.000) can be verified. Re-
garding the time resources, such a link towards the amount
of fans cannot be observed. Nevertheless, the amount of
fans is correlated with the “calculated interactivity” (0.353,
p = 0.008). All described relations are summarized in Fig. 2.

In order to gain a deeper understanding of the commu-
nication-related interdependencies, the correlations of the
three communication indicators are analysed in more detail
(see Fig. 3). With reference to the information frequency,

a linear relationship with the company size (0.231, p =
0.075), the amount of fans (0.333, p = 0.009), both mone-
tary (0.336, p = 0.011) and time resources (0.296, p = 0.068)
as well as the perceived interactivity (0.658, p = 0.000) and
the rapidity of response (0.380, p = 0.003) can be verified.
The perceived interactivity, instead, is interdependent with
monetary resources (0.405, p = 0.002), the amount of fans
(0.386, p = 0.003) and the rapidity of response (0.346, p =
0.008).

5 Discussion

This study proposes a relationship between the company’s
specifications and the communication interactivity. As key
items of the company’s specification, company size as well
as ownership structure were determined. The indicators of
both items do not show a significant correlation with the
communication interactivity. Only by increasing the toler-
able significance level to p = 0.075 can a linear relation
between the size and communication indicator information
frequency be observed. Therefore, even though the liter-
ature strongly suggests a link between the utility’s spec-
ifications and the communication interactivity, the corre-
sponding proposition 1 cannot be supported by the empir-
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Fig. 3 Interdependencies of the
communication indicators

Note: Correlation significant at: *** p< 0.01; ** p< 0.05; * p<0.1  

Monetary 

Time

Information 
frequency

Rapidity 
of response

Perceived 
interactivity

Company size 

.405*** (n=53) .336** (n=54)

.386*** (n=56)

Ownership structures

Communication interactivity Resources

Company specification

Outcome

.658***
(n=56)

.333*** (n=58)

Year of 
account 
creation

Control 
variable

.346***
(n=55)

.380*** (n=56)

Amount of Fans

.231* (n=58)

.296* (n=37)

Table 3 Support of propositions. (Source: Own compilation)

Proposition Support

P1 Company Specification ,Communication
Interactivity

–

P2 Company Specification ,Resources (+)

P3 Company Specification ,Outcome (+)

P4 Communication Interactivity ,Resources +

P5 Communication Interactivity ,Outcome +

P6 Resources ,Outcome (+)

ical findings of this study. Concerning proposition 2, there
exists a significant linear interrelation between the com-
pany size and the monetary resources as well as the time
resources spent. These findings reflect the literature em-
phasizing that large organizations may generally possess
more resources and therefore may be capable of invest-
ing a higher budget for Facebook communication (Nah and
Saxton 2012). Nonetheless, this study is not able to iden-
tify a correlation between the ownership structure and the
described resources. Therefore, proposition 2 is only partly
supported. Regarding proposition 3, a correlation between
company size and amount of fans is observed. This finding
might to some extend be explained by the fact that in gen-
eral large companies may have more customers than smaller
companies. As customers might be directly affected by the
company and therefore be especially interested in a stake-
holder dialog with the utility, a higher number of customers
might positively impact the amount of current and potential
Facebook fans. In contrast to company size, a relationship
between ownership structure and amount of fans cannot be
found. Thus, proposition 3 can only be partly supported.
With respect to propositions 1 and 3, the current litera-
ture highlights that public organizations and private firms
seem to have different cultural environments for an adop-
tion of social media communication which might strongly
impact stakeholder interactivity on Facebook and its out-
comes (Sharif et al. 2015; Mergel 2012). Such theoretical

assumptions could neither be proved nor disproved in this
study.

Proposition 4 assumes a relationship between invested
resources and communication interactivity. The empirical
findings reveal that both items, monetary as well as time
resources correlate with the calculated interactivity. Addi-
tionally, a more detailed analysis of the communication in-
dicators discloses a linear connection between the mone-
tary resources and the perceived interactivity as well as the
information frequency. By increasing the tolerable signifi-
cance level to p = 0.068, an interrelation between the time
resources and information frequency can also be verified.
Based on the described connections, especially the rela-
tionship between the resources and the calculated interac-
tivity, proposition 4 of this study is supported. The findings
seem to confirm the cited literature, which emphasizes the
potential influence of the employed resources towards the
stakeholder communication (e. g. Picazo-Vela et al. 2012).
Furthermore, regarding proposition 5, the empirical data
reveals a relationship between the calculated interactivity
and the amount of fans. By analysing the individual com-
munication indicators, interrelations between the amount of
fans and the perceived interactivity as well as the informa-
tion frequency can be confirmed. Therefore it is possible
to support proposition 5. These results also seem to be in
compliance with the social media literature that highlights
information access, content and frequency as chief motivat-
ing factors to become a fan of a utility’s Facebook account
(Swani et al. 2013; Bauer et al. 2012; Bürger 2015). As
the final proposition of this study, proposition 6 suggests
an interrelationship between the invested resources and the
communication outcome. In this regard, a connection be-
tween the monetary resources and the amount of fans is
confirmed. Still, a connection between the time resources
and the amount of fans cannot be verified. Consequently,
proposition 6 is only partly supported. The support of all
the described propositions is summarized in Table 3.
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6 Research and Managerial Implications

This study contributes to the current social media literature
by analysing the interrelations between the company spec-
ification, communication interactivity, invested resources
and communication outcomes. The results provide new
insights for scholars and practitioners into the Facebook
conversations of public entities in Austria, Germany and
Switzerland. Due to the relatively low number of participat-
ing companies, the empirical data do not allow a country
comparison. Still, such comparison could add a cultural
component to the social media discussion and should there-
fore be emphasized in future studies. Regarding the key
item “communication interactivity”, follow-up studies need
to more closely focus on the actual quality of the content,
including the choice of topics and their presentation on the
Facebook page. Besides, the influence of the control vari-
able “year of account creation” towards the investigated
resources, communication interactivity and the outcome
should be investigated in more detail. When it comes to
practitioners, the empirical data indicates that especially
a utility’s use of sufficient resources as well as interac-
tive communication seem to be necessary prerequisites for
Facebook users to become fans of a site.
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