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This paper aims to analyse the institutional communication of universities on social media by

conducting a content analysis of the communication strategy of 70 higher education insti-

tutions (in the United States, Europe and Latin America). The study focuses on three social

networks (Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter) and the analysis three dimensions of social media

institutional communication: posting, interactivity and content. Findings reveal that while

most universities demonstrate a passive centripetal performance to posting, there is a sig-

nificant divergence in relation to the level of activity. The study highlights that interactivity

focus is predominantly characterised by monologues, despite institutions increasingly inte-

grating various communication resources to foster stakeholder interaction. The majority of

universities tend to prioritize exclusive or dominant content combination, with organizational

content exhibiting a significantly greater presence. By an integrated analysis of these three

key dimensions on social media, this paper this paper offers valuable insights for both aca-

demics and practitioners. It contributes to the scholars by facilitating further academic

research on social media institutional communication and provides professionals with a

practical guide for strategically managing communication on social media.
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Introduction

Several international studies such as the various Commu-
nication Monitors [i.e. European Communication Monitor
(Zerfass et al. 2021), North American Communication

Monitor (Meng et al. 2021)] and the Global Communications
Report (USC Annenberg 2022), highlight the importance of
communication strategy for the achievement of organisational
objectives.

The digital arena is a suitable environment for strategic com-
munication. The access to information, the possibility of gen-
erating enriching experiences with users, and improved metrics
have encouraged many organisations to use digital platforms as
communication tools (Linke and Zerfass 2012). Digital media
allow practitioners to involve stakeholders in a much more col-
laborative and persuasive strategic approach (Holtzhausen 2008).
They have generated a change in communication management,
shifting from an informative mainstream approach towards a
more conversational and dialogic communication model
(Capriotti et al. 2021). Thus, dialogic communication is a well-
accepted model for creating connections and relationships
between an organisation and its stakeholders via the Internet
(Kent and Taylor 1998, 2002) and for studying internet-based
organisational communication strategies (Wirtz and Zimbres
2018).

Digital communication strategy has become a relevant part of
organisations’ overall strategic communication process since it
determines how the entities present themselves, disseminate their
messages, and interact with their stakeholders on digital plat-
forms. Social media have gained prominence in digital commu-
nication strategy over the past 15 years and are increasingly
integrated into public relations and communication programmes
(Capriotti and Zeler 2020; Johann et al. 2021; Wigley and Zhang
2011). Some studies demonstrate that consistent use of social
networks is key to improving the effectiveness of communication
departments (Cuenca-Fontbona et al. 2022; Zerfass et al. 2019).

Social media is a suitable channel for universities as they are
proper platforms to connect the community (Peruta and Shields
2016), promote their brand identity (Zadeh and Sharda 2022) and
cultivate a strong and distinctive reputation (Fähnrich et al.
2020). However, despite numerous studies exploring various
aspects of universities’ communication on social networks, there
is still a gap in comprehensive analysis encompassing all
dimensions of institutional communication on social media.
Previous research has primarily focused on studying universities’
presence on platforms (García García 2018; Stuart et al. 2017),
their level of activity (Beese 2019; Brech et al. 2017; Ebrahim and
Seo 2019; Eger et al. 2020; Fähnrich et al. 2020), general
approaches employed (Guzmán Duque and Del Moral 2013;
Kimmons et al. 2017; Kisiolek et al. 2020), the communication
resources used (Brech et al. 2017; Cancelo Sanmartín and
Almansa Martínez 2013; Ebrahim and Seo 2019; Peruta
and Shields 2016), and the content disseminated (Atarama-Rojas
and Vega-Foelsche 2020; Fähnrich et al. 2020; Marino and Lo
Presti 2018). Therefore, there is a need for more in-depth studies
into institutional communication on social media platforms
within universities, adopting a broader perspective and utilising
more comprehensive samples.

The main objective of this paper is to study the institutional
communication of universities on social media by identifying its
key dimensions: posting, interactivity, and content. The study
investigates 70 higher education institutions in Europe, the
United States and Latin America and analyses their presence on
three major social networks: Twitter, Facebook, and LinkedIn. By
integrating these dimensions, which have traditionally been stu-
died in isolation, this research contributes to the field of orga-
nisational communication by enhancing our understanding of

social media management. It also helps practitioners optimise and
enhance their social media communication strategy.

Theoretical background
Social media are optimal tools for achieving strategic commu-
nication goals (Cuenca-Fontbona et al. 2022). They have a sig-
nificant impact on an organisation’s performance, as they
improve relationships with users, provide greater access to
information and encourage direct contact with stakeholders
(Parveen et al. 2014). Practitioners recognise the value of social
media platforms for strategic digital communication (Chung et al.
2017), as they have a solid potential to create environments that
facilitate effective relationships. The active participation of orga-
nisations in social networks also has a positive relationship with
an organisational reputation (Dijkmans and Kerkhof 2015).

Organisations can use digital channels to disseminate content,
actively listen, and engage in online conversations (Neill and
Moody 2015). Establishing the main structural patterns or
guidelines that orientate the strategic management of social media
is key for achieving communication objectives. On the one hand,
the active presence of organisations on social networks as part of
their communication strategy is unquestionable (Losada Díaz and
Capriotti 2015) since it allows entities to have their profile to
manage and share their information proactively (Cho et al. 2016).
On the other hand, strategic management of social media com-
munication entails promoting interactivity, conversation and
dialogue between the parties in the digital sphere (Valentini 2015)
as it encourages organisations and stakeholders to share, advo-
cate, socialise and co-create (Paintsil and Kim 2022). Social media
are suitable channels for communicating business activities
(Kilgour et al. 2015) and disseminating sustainability policies and
practices (Zeler and Capriotti 2019). Consequently, content is
another key issue of the social media communication strategy
(Valentini 2015), as it contributes to defining the organisation’s
communicative positioning on social networks (Capriotti et al.
2023).

Thus, three key dimensions of social media institutional
communication can be identified: the posting performance, the
interactivity focus, and the content combination. These three
dimensions are very closely related and influence each other.
Therefore, a conceptual design including all these three dimen-
sions is essential to organisations for analysing and drawing up
adequate strategies to reach, connect and engage with
stakeholders.

Posting performance. Active social media presence is key to
achieving visibility, and digital visibility increases users’ knowl-
edge about an organisation. Social media allow users to view
status updates and organisational posts, share them with other
users, and/or comment on them, enhancing exposure and insti-
tutional outreach. Active presence also increases the possibility of
generating conversations with users (Bezawada et al. 2013).
Hence, the social media posting performance refers to designing
and developing a consistent presence and adequate activity in
social networks (Capriotti et al. 2023).

Universities can foster an active presence on social media by
properly managing two key elements of their posting perfor-
mance: the Activity undertaken and the Presence adopted on each
platform. They define the (greater or lesser) degree of the active
presence of the communication activity carried out by entities.

The Activity on social media defines the average frequency of
publications that organisations post on platforms. However, there
is a lack of unanimous consensus on the appropriate frequency of
posting on social media (since researchers may have explored
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different types of organisations and contexts using different
methodologies and sampling frames). The effective frequency of
social media posting is difficult to quantify: if universities post too
frequently, they risk annoying their followers, while if they post
too infrequently, users may forget that they exist (Capriotti et al.
2021). Depending on the volume and frequency of publications,
the level of activity of the organisations in their social networks
will be established (Capriotti et al. 2023): from high activity (with
a high volume and frequency of posts above the recommended
average) to low activity (with a low number of posts or low
frequency, below the suggested average). Thus, universities may
have a more “active” profile (with a high frequency of posts) or a
more “passive” profile (with a low volume of posts) on their social
networks.

Presence refers to the kind of information that is best suited for
the business profile on social networks to meet communication
needs. Universities can create and promote their information, but
they can also disseminate information designed and posted by
third parties or entities. In this sense, there are three different
types of presence on social networks based on posts published
(Capriotti et al. 2023): proprietary posts, where the organisation
creates and disseminates its content on its profiles; shared posts,
where the organisation shares content from other users on its
profiles without adding additional customised information or
content; and hybrid posts, where the organisation shares content
from other users on its profiles, adding additional customised
information or content. A combination of the three types of posts
defines a particular approach or line of digital communicative
presence: from highly proprietary (with a high quantity of
proprietary posts) to highly shared (with a high number of shared
posts). By publishing more proprietary content, universities
favour a “centripetal” type of presence, developing a profile with a
more centripetal focus (Scolari 2009), aimed at attracting
followers to their topics and content and retaining them or
encouraging them to go deeper into their profile. By publishing
mainly shared content, entities have a “centrifugal” type of
presence, developing a profile with a more centrifugal approach
(Scolari 2009), focused on motivating followers with more general
content and promoting the option of linking them to other
profiles and spaces where they can broaden and go deeper into
these topics.

Consequently, the interrelation of the two aspects will
determine the type of posting performance developed by analysing
the level of the active presence of the entities on social networks.
Combining the type of presence chosen and the level of activity
developed will define a particular social media posting
performance:

● “Passive Centripetal” performance (little shared activity)
● “Active Centripetal” performance (much shared activity)
● “Passive Centrifugal” performance (little proprietary

activity)
● “Active Centrifugal” performance (much proprietary

activity)

Interactivity focus. Web 2.0 has facilitated more symmetrical
interactions and increased the possibilities for negotiation in
terms of power and mutual influence through dialogic and
interactive forms of communication (Capriotti and Zeler 2020;
Ingenhoff and Koelling 2009).

Focusing communication strategies on dialogue in social media
would benefit organization-stakeholder relationships. Dialogic
communication between organisations and online users occurs
when both parties are willing to establish a communicational
exchange (Kent and Taylor 2002). The basis for dialogic

communication lies in the subjects’ (i.e., the organisations’ and
the online users’) readiness and willingness to interact with one
another (Taylor and Kent 2014). Theunissen and Wan Noordin
(2012) argue that successful organisations design appropriate
dialogic environments that facilitate stakeholder engagement.
Entities’ messages can facilitate online users’ engagement and
may foster two-way conversations (Eberle et al. 2013).

Universities may develop their interactivity focus to create a
suitable interaction with their stakeholders (Capriotti and Zeler
2020). Social media interactivity focus refers to the universities’
predisposition to interact with their stakeholders, encouraging the
unidirectional dissemination or a dialogic exchange of informa-
tion by applying a particular communication approach to their
publications and using specific digital resources that foster (or
not) communicative reciprocity (Capriotti and Pardo Kuklinski
2012).

Thus, the interactivity focus in social media networks (that
manifests the willingness to interact) involves two core aspects:
the general communicative approach used for publications and the
communication resources applied to them. They determine the
(greater or lesser) degree of interactivity of the communication
carried out by universities.

The General Communicative Approach refers to the informa-
tional or relational global orientation applied on the organisa-
tional posts that encourage (or not) followers to support their
content, share it and engage in conversations with their opinions
and experiences. It entails the design of content using (or not)
directive speech acts (Yule 1996) (e.g., call to action, questions,
requests) to increase or reduce the possibility for higher or lower
user participation (Capriotti and Zeler 2020). It can enhance
conversations with online users, motivating involvement with
stakeholders (Kisiolek et al. 2020). Two types of Communicative
Approaches can be identified (Capriotti and Zeler 2020): the
informational approach fundamentally aims to disseminate
information to inform stakeholders and to influence the entities’
reputation, where the posts are mainly unidirectional, expositive
and descriptive. The conversational approach mainly seeks to
establish and build relationships by allowing dialogue and
interaction between the universities and its stakeholders, where
the posts are more bidirectional, relational and dialogic. The
combination of the posts with the two types of approaches defines
a particular level of general communicative approach: from very
informational (with most posts with an informative approach) to
very conversational (with most posts with a conversational
approach).

Communication resources enable the development of posts to
disseminate information and engage with users on social media
(Fähnrich et al. 2020; Luarn et al. 2015; Stsiampkouskaya et al.
2021). Social networks provide various resources to create,
disseminate and interact with the content. Entities may use
various communication resources to convey information and
connect effectively with users on social media by combining
several instruments. Using communication resources helps
content to generate greater outreach and interaction (Pletikosa
Cvijikj and Michahelles 2013). Two main types of communica-
tion resources could be identified: expositive resources are
basically unidirectional tools that facilitate the dissemination of
information (i.e., texts, images, emojis, video, audio, GIFs, etc.).
Interactive resources are essentially bidirectional tools that foster
information exchange and widely allude to users’ participation
(i.e., links, hashtags, labels, questionnaires, etc.). Depending on
the combination of types of resources, the level of communicative
resources of the universities in their social networks will be
established: from very expositive (with a majority application of
expositive resources) to very interactive (with heavy or majority
use of interactive resources).
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Thus, the interrelation of these two aspects will enable the
recognition of the type of interactivity focus promoted by
assessing universities’ level of interactivity on social networks
(Capriotti and Zeler 2020). The combination of a selected general
approach (informational or conversational) and the resources
applied (expositive or interactive) in social networks will
determine a specific social media interactivity focus:

● “Monologic” focus (informational approach and expositive
resources).

● “Extended Monologic” focus (informational approach and
interactive resources).

● “Incipient Dialogic” focus (conversational approach and
expositive resources).

● “Dialogic” focus (conversational approach and interactive
resources).

Content combination. Digital platforms allow organisations to
effectively communicate their activities with users, providing
significant advantages for disseminating content (Taylor and
Kent 2014). Social media have expanded organisations’ cap-
abilities for the mass, controlled dissemination of information.
Entities design their messages and broadcast them to their sta-
keholders quickly, easily and internationally (Chaudhri and
Wang 2007). Moreover, social networks have led to increased
demand for content by users (Valentini 2015). The Digital 2022
report suggests that users are interested in receiving information
about brands, products and services, searching for information
about these topics on social networks (Kemp 2022). Stakeholders
expect to receive valuable information from organisations asso-
ciated with their interests (Kilgour et al. 2015). Thus, content has
become a central element of social media existence (Valentini
2015).

Entities use digital platforms to disseminate content about their
identity attributes and characteristics (Balmer 2008). In this way,
the content selection will contribute decisively to determining the
desired communicative positioning of the organisation in social
networks through the prioritisation and combination of a set of
different contents. Besides this, the way in which content is
communicated can impact corporate reputation, that is, the
public’s perceptions of the organisation (Fähnrich et al. 2020;
Melewar et al. 2018). Research shows the benefits of social
networks for organisational reputation (Floreddu et al. 2014; Li
et al. 2013) and the positive relationship between organisations’
active participation in social media and corporate reputation
(Dijkmans and Kerkhof 2015).

An analysis of content management on social networks should
consider the type of content provided by organisations to their
stakeholders and how the information is organised and combined
over time and through different platforms. Thus, the content
combination in social networks consists of the selection,
prioritisation and combination of different types of content
related to the universities’ activities (Fähnrich et al. 2020;
Melewar et al. 2018).

Social media are optimal channels for communicating different
types of content. Several previous studies about content
dissemination of universities (Atarama-Rojas and Vega-Foelsche
2020; Capriotti et al. 2023; Ebrahim and Seo 2019; Fähnrich et al.
2020; Di Nauta et al. 2020) show five main general topics:
teaching, research, social commitment, organizational and
contextual. Teaching: related to academic life, its training offer
and teaching activity (Ebrahim and Seo 2019; Di Nauta et al.
2020). Research: referred to the projects and research activity of
the university, as well as the results of the research (Atarama-
Rojas and Vega-Foelsche 2020; Fähnrich et al. 2020). Social

commitment: focused on the “third mission” of the institution as
well as its USR, ESG and Sustainability projects and activities
(Gori et al. 2020; Di Nauta et al. 2020). Organizational: inform
and promote its operation and general activity, as well as the daily
actions of its managers, to make the administration of the
university transparent to its multiple stakeholders (Atarama-
Rojas and Vega-Foelsche 2020; Ebrahim and Seo 2019; Fähnrich
et al. 2020). Contextual: the dissemination of topics or events in
the general environment (social, economic, cultural, etc.) and, in
some cases, disseminating an opinion or taking a position on
them (Atarama-Rojas and Vega-Foelsche 2020; Ebrahim and Seo
2019).

Universities must decide the key contents (the quantity of key
topics to talk about in their institutional communication through
social networks) and the combination of contents (those with
higher and lower presence). There will be topics ranging from a
very low volume (very low number or percentage of publications)
to topics with a very high volume (high percentage of posts). The
key contents and their level of combination will contribute to
defining the communicative positioning of the institution,
presenting itself with a specific profile and making a particular
combination of its key aspects visible in the digital sphere.

Thus, the quantity of key topics and their specific combination
will enable the recognition of the type of content combination
implemented. Four significant social media content combinations
can be defined:

● “Exclusive” (one highly preponderant topic and the others
of little relevance).

● “Dominant” (one preponderant topic and some -one to
three- fairly relevant complementary topics).

● “Combined” (a few -two/three- quite relevant topics and
the others of little relevance).

● “Balanced” (several -three to five- quite relevant topics and
the others of little relevance).

Methodology
A content analysis was conducted on the institutional commu-
nication of 70 higher education institutions across the United
States (due to its large and predominant presence in the rank-
ings), Europe (a benchmark in international higher education),
and Latin America (due to its high potential and level of uni-
versity development) in Facebook, LinkedIn and Twitter.

The following research questions (RQ) were defined:
RQ1: What is the posting performance of the universities on

their social networks?
RQ2: What is the interactivity focus of the universities on their

social networks?
RQ3: What is the content combination of the universities on

their social networks?
The universities were selected based on their position in the

three most prestigious international rankings today: ARWU
Ranking of World Universities, THE TIMES Higher Education
Rankings, and QS World University Rankings. For the European
and US universities, their position among the top 100 entities was
considered. Latin American universities were chosen for their
global position and by regions in the rankings since they were
absent among the top 100. In Europe and Latin America, priority
was given to geographical diversity to achieve greater repre-
sentation of countries. Finally, 20 were selected from the United
States, 25 from Europe, and 25 from Latin America (Appendix 1).

The social networks (Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn) were
selected on the basis of their popularity and relevance for uni-
versities’ digital institutional communication (Kemp 2022).
Facebook is the social network with the highest number of active
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monthly users worldwide - 2.91 billion users - (Kemp 2022). It
offers organizations a platform to share content and facilitate the
development of unique narratives for universities, allowing them
to engage and interact with their community (Eger et al. 2020).
Facebook’s user-friendly features and diverse multimedia options
make it an effective tool for universities to showcase their activ-
ities. Studies demonstrated that the greater the strength of a
university’s presence on Facebook, the higher the levels of trust
and identification with the actual university community (Nevzat
et al. 2016). Twitter, currently called X, is deemed to be one of the
main platforms for disseminating information - 436 million users
- (Kemp 2022). It is characterized by users sharing other users’
content to exchange of ideas, encourages debate, enabling higher
education institutions to actively participate in broader con-
versations surrounding education, research, and societal issues.
Studies revealed that through hashtags, retweets, and mentions,
universities can extend their reach and foster meaningful
engagement with their community (Kimmons et al. 2017). And
LinkedIn, with 900 million users, is the largest social network
devoted entirely to professional activity (LinkedIn n.d.), is the
leading professional-oriented social network, plays a significant
role in promoting and contributing to the discourse of employ-
ability (Komljenovic 2019). Studies indicated that LinkedIn is a
suitable platform for students, alumni, and faculty to create a
network and connect with industry professionals, as well as it
allows universities to showcase their academic programs, faculty
expertise, and research achievements to a targeted professional
audience (Amaral and Santos 2020). In this way, the choice of
these social networks allows us to evaluate the communication
management of universities on three platforms with specific
particularities and different user profiles: Facebook has a more
relational and community creation orientation, Twitter (X) is
more oriented to the dissemination of information and LinkedIn
focuses on the professional connection of users. The analysis of
three social networks will facilitate their comparison to find out
whether there are significant differences between the platforms.

The units of analysis are publications made by universities in
their official institutional accounts within the established time
periods. It is important to note that universities often maintain
multiple profiles on social networks, as various departments,
schools or faculties may have their own dedicated presence to
connect with its specific stakeholders. However, for the purpose
of this research, the official general institutional profiles of uni-
versities have been chosen. This profiles typically represent the
institutional overarching position to its different stakeholders
(Atarama-Rojas and Vega-Foelsche 2020; Ebrahim and Seo 2019;
Qomfo et al. 2019). By examining the publications from these
official profiles, insights into the overall institutional commu-
nication strategies and practices adopted by universities can be
obtained.

To guarantee complete and reliable data on the volume and
intensity of the universities’ communication activities, all posts
collected over a period of six months during 2021 were analysed.
Three months were chosen in the first semester (from March to
June) and three months in the second semester (from September
to December), yielding a total of 26 weeks and 183 days.

A content analysis of the posts by the universities was carried
out. Information was collected and processed via the platform
and mass data and information collection and management
system of the company Noticias Perú (www.noticiasperu.pe).
Two work teams were set up: one team of three people (one
supervisor and two technicians) to search for and retrieve pub-
lications, and another team of three people (one supervisor and
two analysts) for the initial data extraction and analysis.

To evaluate the intercoder reliability and agreement of the
method used, the two analysts carried out a test on a sample of

300 publications using a random procedure, considered highly
satisfactory to evaluate the agreement between and reliability of
the two analysts (Lombard et al. 2002). Based on the percentage
calculation of agreement between the two analysts and the 2 × 2
contingency tables as a basis for statistical analysis, with a 95%
confidence interval, Cohen’s Kappa coefficient (k) was calculated
to assess the reliability of the categorical variables. Thus, the
following percentage of agreement was obtained: for “Presence”,
99% (Kappa value of .99) and for “Activity”, 97% (Kappa value of
.96). For the “General Approach” it was 91% (Kappa value of .82)
and 90% for the “Communication Resources” (Kappa value of
.93). For Topic 1, 91% (Kappa value 0.83) and for Topic 2, 90%
(Kappa value 0.80). This demonstrates the high agreement in the
criteria of the tool, so it can be concluded that the measurement is
adequate. Having recorded the data in an Excel template, it was
transferred into the IBM SPPS Statistics 25 program for statistical
processing and for the researchers to obtain results.

Three categories of analysis were established: “posting perfor-
mance”, “interactivity focus” and “content combination”. They
have been developed and tested in prior studies individually
(Capriotti et al. 2023; Capriotti et al. 2023; Capriotti and Zeler
2020; Losada Díaz and Capriotti 2015).

To study the social media posting performance (RQ1), two
scales were designed (“Level of Activity” and “Type of Presence”)
by assigning a weighted value to the Presence and the Activity of
the institutions, providing a qualitative interpretation of the level
of active presence of universities on social networks.

The Level of Activity (LoAC) analyses the daily mean frequency
of posts (Zeler and Capriotti 2019). Several studies (Feehan 2022;
McLachlan 2021; Newberry 2021; Williams 2020) suggest the
following suitable posting frequency: Facebook (1-2 posts
per day), Twitter (3–5 tweets per day) and LinkedIn (0.5–1 post
per day). Each social network has its own characteristics, the
entities may use them for specific objectives, and in each one
there is different recommended publication levels (Feehan 2022;
McLachlan 2021; Newberry 2021; Williams 2020). To analyse the
level of activity in the three social networks, based on the
recommended posting frequency in each one, an equivalence
table was developed, with intervals of 0.05 points for LinkedIn,
0.1 points for Facebook and 0.2 points for Twitter, rounding to
the nearest decimal point. Thus, starting from inactivity, a scale
was defined based on the daily average number of posts dis-
seminated, with a weighted value to the intensity of posting
activity, awarding from 1 to 5 points, from the values of “very low
activity” to “very high activity” (Appendix 2).

Type of Presence (ToPE) evaluates the type of posts (proprie-
tary, shared or hybrid) by the institutions on their social networks
(Capriotti et al. 2021; Cho et al. 2016). Beese (2019) emphasises
the importance of disseminating content following the 4-1-1 rule:
four posts of new content considered relevant to users, one self-
serving post and one repost of information shared by other users.
The result would be an appropriate combination of 85% self-
serving posts and 15% shared posts (approximately). This rule
should be slightly modified from platform to platform. A scale
was established with a value weighted to the different types of
presence, assigning values for each post between 1 and 2 points,
where 1= “Shared”; 1.5= “Hybrid” and 2= “Proprietary”. This
allows to establish a categorisation for the quantitative and qua-
litative analysis and interpretation of the results, from “highly
shared presence” to “highly proprietary presence” on the social
networks (Appendix 3).

The combination of these 2 scales (LoAC and ToPE) will allow
producing a matrix to position the different institutions, which
facilitates the recognition of the social media posting performance
implemented, from a low shared activity (“passive centrifugal”) to
a high proprietary activity (“active centripetal”).
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To establish the universities’ social media interactivity focus
(RQ2), two scales were constructed (the “Level of General
Approach” and the “Level of Resources”), giving a qualitative
interpretation of universities’ level of interactivity on social
networks.

For the Level of General Approach (LoGA), a nominal mea-
surement variable was chosen with two categories (1= informa-
tional; 2= conversational). A scale was established to assign
weightings from “very informational” to “very conversational”
based on the score assigned to the different types of posts
(Appendix 3).

For the Level of Resources (LoRE), an ordinal measurement
variable with a six-grade scale was constructed (0= inactive;
5= very interactive) that measures the resources used based on
the assigned weights (0= does not contain a resource; 1= con-
tains a resource) in each magnitude analysed (text, graphic,
audiovisual, referential, hypertextual and participatory). A scale
was established based on the combination of the communicative
resource types used in the posts, from “very expositive” to “very
interactive” (Appendix 3).

Based on the relationship between these two variables, the
combination of these two dimensions (LoGA and LoRE) results
in a matrix that allows identifying the social media interactivity
focus developed, from a “monologic” focus (informational
approach and expositive resources) to a “dialogic” focus (con-
versational approach and interactive resources).

To analyse the social media content combination (RQ3), five
main general thematic contents related to the universities’ activ-
ities were identified (Capriotti et al. 2023; Ebrahim and Seo 2019;
Fähnrich et al. 2020; Oliveira et al. 2022): Teaching (academic life,
training provision and teaching activity); Research (projects and
research activity and research results); Social Commitment (social
projects and activities, USR and Sustainability); Organizational
(general running, daily performance of its managers and trans-
parency of management), and Contextual (issues concerning the
general and sectoral environment).

For the recognition of the key topics, a six-interval scale was
developed based on the percentage of the posts of each type of
content over the total publications: very low (less than 10%); low
(10–19.9%); medium (20–29.9%); high (30–44.9%); rather high
(45–59.9%); very high (more than 60%). This will also allow
establishing the Level of Combination (LoCO), through the
combination of the different percentage presence of each type of
content of the universities in social networks (Appendix 3).

Accordingly, four major content orientation were defined:
Balanced: three or more relevant topics (with percentages greater
than 20% and less than 45%, approximately) and with differences
of less than 15 percentage points. Combined: two relevant topics
(with percentages higher than 30% and lower than 45%), and the
other topics not being of great relevance (with percentages lower
than 20%, approximately). Dominant: one preponderant theme
(with percentages higher than 45%) and one or two com-
plementary topics (with percentages between 20 and 30%,
approximately) and with differences of greater than 15% per-
centage points. Exclusive: one highly preponderant topic (with a
percentage of more than 60%) and the other topics of little
relevance (with percentages of less than 20%, approximately). In
addition, an Inactive option was established (no content)
(Appendix 3).

The appropriate selection and combination of each of the
different types of content will define the universities’ social
media content combination, from an “exclusive” combination
(with a single, highly preponderant theme) to a “balanced”
combination (with several themes of balanced importance)
whose orientation will be marked by the most relevant thematic
content.

The data were first recorded on an Excel template designed for
this work. Then, they were processed with the IBM SPSS 25
program for statistical analysis by the researchers to confirm the
results and find out significant differences and associations
between social networks and/or regions. For the posting perfor-
mance (presence and activity), firstly, a Chi-Square test and
Cramer’s V symmetric measure were carried out; secondly, a
simple correspondence analysis was carried out; and thirdly, a
multiple correspondence analysis with optimal scaling was per-
formed. For the interactivity focus (approach and resources), a
bivariate correlation analysis (Spearman’s Rho) was conducted,
followed by a two-way ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis H test.
For the content combination (thematic topics), a one-factor
ANOVA analysis was performed.

Results
Posting performance. The universities’ social media posting
performance on their profiles can be defined as a “passive cen-
tripetal” (Table 1), with a medium-low level of activity and a very
high presence of proprietary content. Concerning the regions,
universities in Europe and the United States (although with some
differences between regions) have a general “passive centripetal”
performance (low volume of activity, with mainly proprietary
posts), while those in Latin America develop an “active cen-
tripetal” performance (good volume of mostly proprietary activ-
ity). For the Level of Activity (LoAC), Latin America has medium-
high activity, the United States performs medium-low activity,
while Europe records low activity. And for the Type of Presence
(ToPE), the three regions have a highly preponderant presence of
proprietary content: Latin America has the highest result for
proprietary content, while Europe and the United States have a
similar presence of proprietary content.

Regarding the social networks (Table 2), the general data
suggest that on Facebook, universities maintain an “active
centripetal” performance (good volume of activity, which is
mostly proprietary), while on Twitter and LinkedIn (with some
differences), the performance is one of “passive centripetal” (low
volume of activity, with mainly proprietary publications). The
result on Twitter shows that universities in Europe follow a
“passive centripetal” performance, with a low level of activity and

Table 1 Posting performance by region.

Region LoAC ToPE Performance

EUR 2.1 1.75 Passive Centripetal
USA 2.6 1.74 Passive Centripetal
LAT 3.5 1.90 Active Centripetal
TOTAL 2.70 1.82 Passive Centripetal

Table 2 Posting performance on social networks by regions.

Social Networks Region LoAC ToPE Performance

Twitter General 2.50 1.71 Passive Centripetal
EUR 1.90 1.59 Passive Centripetal
USA 2.90 1.64 Passive Centripetal
LAT 3.00 1.83 Active Centripetal

Facebook General 3.10 1.98 Active Centripetal
EUR 2.10 1.98 Passive Centripetal
USA 2.10 1.97 Passive Centripetal
LAT 4.90 1.97 Active Centripetal

LinkedIn General 2.40 1.98 Passive Centripetal
EUR 2.60 1.97 Passive Centripetal
USA 2.50 1.98 Passive Centripetal
LAT 2.20 1.98 Passive Centripetal
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mainly proprietary publications, although with a reasonable
degree of hybridisation. Despite making more proprietary posts,
the United States also presents a “passive centripetal” perfor-
mance, but its activity is more significant. For its part, Latin
American institutions develop an “active centripetal” perfor-
mance, with a good volume of activity and with mainly
proprietary posts. The result on Facebook reveals an “active
centripetal” performance, with a high volume of activity and with
mostly proprietary posts by the universities of Latin America.
Europe and the United States show a similar general “passive
centripetal” performance, with mainly proprietary posts but a low
volume of activity. The result on LinkedIn is low in all the
universities. The three regions maintain a similar general “passive
centripetal” performance, with a low volume of activity and
mostly proprietary posts.

However, although a general line of posting performance can
be identified for each social network, the dispersion matrices (by
universities) show a great variety of strategies, mainly on Twitter
(with a more hybrid presence) and with similarities on Facebook
and LinkedIn (Fig. 1).

Interactivity focus. The results of universities’ social media
interactivity focus on their profiles are very eloquent: they are
clearly “monologic” (Table 3). The data show an eminently
informational approach and a hybrid-expositive use of the com-
municative resources in the universities’ posts. There are no
significant differences between regions since all three have
“monologic” focus. However, Latin America performs slightly
better in both indicators (LoGA and LoRE), slightly above the
general average.

As for social networks (Table 4), the universities follow a
similar pattern in the General Approach (LoGA) in the three
platforms, albeit with certain nuances in the use of resources
(LoRE). On Twitter, the entities have a “monologic” interactivity
focus. They are below the average on both levels (LoGA and
LoRE) and display a very informational approach and hybrid-
expositive resources. On Facebook and LinkedIn, the institutions
have an “extended monologic” interactivity focus, obtaining
better scores – above average – than on Twitter in the general
approach (LoGA) and, principally, the communicative resources
(LoRE). In both social networks, they display very similar
behaviour (very informational) in the General Approach,
although LinkedIn stands out for its hybrid-interactive use of
resources. No significant differences are observed between the
regions on any social network.

The breakdown by universities in a dispersion matrix shows
that the institutions display fairly homogeneous interactivity
focus on Facebook and LinkedIn and more heterogeneous and
differentiated focus on Twitter (Fig. 2).

Content combination. Concerning content combination
(Table 5), on a general level, it could be noted that the universities
have an “exclusive” content combination of an organizational
nature. Organizational content accounts for a large majority,
followed at a great distance by teaching content, research content,
social commitment, and environmental content. By region, there
are some significant differences. The institutions in the United
States and Europe have a clear “exclusive” combination for their
publications. Still, the entities in Latin America have a “domi-
nant” combination since, in addition to having a high pre-
ponderance of organisational content, they also have a significant
amount of teaching posts.

By social networks (Table 6), Facebook differs little from
Twitter and LinkedIn. On Facebook, the content combination is
“dominant” with organisational posts and the teaching content is
complementary, except in the United States, where the combina-
tion is clearly “exclusive”. The combination in the other two
social networks is “exclusive” (also of organisational themes).
Europe and the United States follow the general orientation, while
it is “dominant” (organisational and teaching) in Latin America.

Fig. 1 Posting performance. This figure shows the posting performance by universities on social media.

Table 3 Interactivity focus by region.

Region LoGA LoRE Focus

EUR 1.09 2.35 Monologic
USA 1.04 2.38 Monologic
LAT 1.12 2.45 Monologic
TOTAL 1.09 2.41 Monologic

Table 4 Interactivity focus by social network and region.

Social Network Region LoGA LoRE Focus

Twitter TOTAL 1.07 2.31 Monologic
EUR 1.06 2.18 Monologic
USA 1.03 2.26 Monologic
LAT 1.11 2.40 Monologic

Facebook TOTAL 1.12 2.51 Extended Monologic
EUR 1.14 2.51 Extended Monologic
USA 1.08 2.59 Extended Monologic
LAT 1.12 2.49 Extended Monologic

LinkedIn TOTAL 1.12 2.61 Extended Monologic
EUR 1.11 2.59 Extended Monologic
USA 1.07 2.66 Extended Monologic
LAT 1.19 2.60 Extended Monologic
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It should be noted that Latin American universities have a
“dominant” combination in all social networks (unlike Europe
and the United States), with a lower weight of organisational
content and a greater relevance of teaching publications.

Although there are differences between regions and social
networks, the dispersion matrix of universities shows that most
institutions follow an “exclusive” or a “dominant” combination,
with an outstanding preponderance of organisational content,
complemented by teaching and research topics (Fig. 3).

Discussion
When assessing social media institutional communication, it is
important to analyse how universities integrate the different
specific dimensions (posting, interactivity and content) to dis-
seminate information and develop stable, long-lasting relation-
ships with their stakeholders.

Concerning social media posting performance (RQ1), in gen-
eral, the universities mainly apply “Centripetal” performance
(principally promoting proprietary content on their social net-
works), but with significant divergence in relation to the level of
activity carried out (Fig. 4).

The “Passive Centripetal” performance is the most consolidated
in the three social networks (71.5% on Facebook, 61.5% on
Twitter, and 65.5% on LinkedIn) with communication based on
proprietary posts and low activity on social media. Another rele-
vant set of institutions have an “Active Centripetal” performance
(28.5% of universities on Facebook, 34.5% on LinkedIn, and 24.5%
on Twitter), with proprietary publications and a good level of
activity on social networks. “Centrifugal” posting performance has
a very low presence. The “Passive Centrifugal” performance is
only practised by six universities, with mainly shared content and
low activity. The “Active Centrifugal” performance is imple-
mented by four universities, with shared content and a good level
of activity. On LinkedIn, 12 universities are inactive.

Regarding social media interactivity focus (RQ2), “monologic”
focus is the most implemented by universities (Fig. 4). Still, the
results enable us to infer that institutions are changing their
management of social networks towards a framework that, while
continuing to prioritise the dissemination of information (infor-
mational approach), it is evolving towards more widespread use
and combining various communication resources (expositive and
interactive) that make content more attractive and promote
interaction with stakeholders.

Fig. 2 Interactivity focus. This figure shows the interactivity focus by universities on social media.

Table 5 Content combination by region (%).

Region Organizational Teaching Research Commitment Context Combination

EUR 69.0 17.4 10.9 1.1 1.6 Exclusive
USA 76.9 12.5 8.8 1.0 0.9 Exclusive
LAT 61.6 23.8 6.0 4.6 4.1 Dominant
TOTAL 68.6 18.3 8.5 2.3 2.3 Exclusive

Table 6 Content combination by social networks and region (%).

Social Network Region Organizational Teaching Research Commitment Context Combination

Twitter TOTAL 70.2 17.2 8.1 2.0 2.5 Exclusive
EUR 72.0 14.7 10.6 0.9 1.8 Exclusive
USA 76.4 12.8 8.8 0.9 1.1 Exclusive
LAT 63.3 23.2 5.0 4.1 4.5 Dominant

Facebook TOTAL 65.8 20.8 8.5 2.9 2.0 Dominant
EUR 62.5 23.6 10.7 1.8 1.4 Dominant
USA 77.7 11.8 8.5 1.5 0.6 Exclusive
LAT 59.7 25.0 6.4 5.1 3.8 Dominant

LinkedIn TOTAL 72.7 15.0 10.1 1.2 1.0 Exclusive
EUR 71.6 15.3 11.4 0.6 1.1 Exclusive
USA 80.5 10.0 8.3 0.8 0.4 Exclusive
LAT 64.9 20.6 10.2 2.6 1.6 Dominant

ARTICLE HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8

8 HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS |          (2023) 10:656 | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8



There are certain differences between social networks. On
Twitter, the interactivity focus tends to be mainly “monologic”
(85.5%, informational approach + expositive resources). On
LinkedIn, in contrast, the entities are likely to apply more inter-
active resources, and the focus is slightly biased towards an
“extended monologic” (68.9%= informational approach +
interactive resources) framework. The universities’ activity on
Facebook falls somewhere between the other two social networks,
with a similar number of universities with a “monological”
(54.3%) and an “expanded monological” (45.7%) focus.

Considering social media content combination implemented
by the universities (RQ3), it is observed that universities are
developing two main combinations: “exclusive” and “dominant”,
in which the presence of organisational content is far more pre-
ponderant than teaching and research posts, while the themes of
context and social commitment are used marginally (Fig. 4).
Thus, it can be argued that universities use social networks
mainly as a strategic instrument of institutional positioning, with
support from the functional issues of day-to-day teaching and
research activity. These results can be considered as logical, since
the institutional profiles analysed will tend to disseminate mainly
organizational and contextual information referred to the uni-
versity, leaving functional information (teaching, research and
commitment) for departments and schools.

The vast majority of universities implement an “exclusive”
combination, both on Twitter (68% of the institutions) and on

LinkedIn (63%), while on Facebook there is a balance between the
universities with “dominant” (50%) and “exclusive” (47%) com-
binations. Very few universities (two on Twitter, two on Facebook
and one on LinkedIn) carry out a “combined” combination (of
organisational and teaching topics). No one university develop a
“balanced” combination.

Concerning the key contents (Fig. 4), all the “exclusive” com-
bination is with organizational-oriented topics (68.5% on Twitter,
47.1% on Facebook, and 63.8% on LinkedIn). Regarding the
“dominant” combination, universities give prominence to orga-
nisational topics, while complementary topics are usually teach-
ing (19.1% on Twitter, 42.8% on Facebook, and 24.1% on
LinkedIn) and, to a lesser extent, research topics (1.5% on
Twitter, 4.2% on Facebook, and 10.3% on LinkedIn). The
“combined” combination (combining organisational and teaching
topics), are scarcely present.

Therefore, based on the combination of the posting perfor-
mance and the interactivity focus implemented by institutions, we
can identify four major stages of social media institutional
communication (with blurred boundaries between them) (Fig. 5),
which can be complemented and enriched with the content
combination implemented:

● Stage 1: “Passive Monologic” (a passive posting perfor-
mance and monologic-oriented interactivity). Entities want
to have a presence on social media, but with minimal
activity and without interaction. The little content

Fig. 3 Content combination. This figure shows the content combination by universities on social media.

Fig. 4 Social media institutional communication. This figure shows the integration of the different specific dimensions by universities.
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generated by the entity is oriented towards providing some
key information about the organisation. It is a clearly top-
down approach.

● Stage 2: “Active Monologic” (an active posting performance
and monologic-oriented interactivity). Entities want to
achieve an active presence on social media, but still with
basic interaction. The organisation mainly creates content
to disseminate information about the institution and its
activities, developing its narrative on social media with
information that interests them. It is also a top-down
approach.

● Stage 3: “Passive Dialogic” (a passive posting performance
and dialogic-oriented interactivity). Institutions want to
start interacting with their stakeholders, but with a low
level of activity. They create little content of shared
interests, although they apply interactive tools and
resources to promote dialogue. The interaction is greater
than in the previous stages, but it is limited by the low
activity of entities. This approach is bottom-up.

● Stage 4: “Active Dialogic” (an active posting performance
and dialogic-oriented interactivity). Entities have a good
level of activity on their social networks, trying to boost
interaction with their stakeholders. Content is designed
based on shared interests to promote a fluid and permanent
exchange of information, and the tools and resources
applied are dialogic and conversational. The approach is
clearly bottom-up.

Thus, it can be seen (Fig. 5) that most universities (68.5%) are
in the “Passive Monologic” stage, with a clear orientation on
proprietary posts (“passive centripetal”, 47 of 48 entities), and
with a preponderance of “exclusive” content combination. Almost

one-third of the universities (31.5%) are in the “Active Mono-
logic” stage, also highly focused on proprietary posts (“active
centripetal”, 20 of 22 institutions), and with a balanced dis-
tribution of universities with “exclusive” and “dominant” content
combination. There are no universities in the dialogic stage.

Conclusions
The results of this research allow us to extract some conclusions
about the general management of institutional communication in
social networks at universities.

On the one hand, higher education institutions are currently
developing a social media institutional communication focused
on the little active dissemination of proprietary content. Uni-
versities are developing a low intensity posting performance,
seeking to attract and retain users in their institutional profiles by
disseminating their own information. Although there are some
significant differences between social networks and regions ana-
lysed (entities from Latin America are more active than those
from Europe and United States), the results agree, to varying
degrees, with several previous studies carried out on some of the
specific dimensions (Brech et al. 2017; Cancelo Sanmartín and
Almansa Martínez 2013; Kimmons et al. 2017; Kisiolek et al.
2020; Peruta and Shields 2016; Saraite-Sariene et al. 2019; Stuart
et al. 2017).

On the other hand, the results also show a clear trend towards
greater use by universities of dialogic resources, increasingly
applying interactive strategies. However, universities continue to
make a majority use of informational resources and strategies on
their social networks. The continuous evolution of the social web
is generating ever-changing technological innovations and
resources that serve as tools for developing new digital

Fig. 5 Universities’ social media stages. This figure shows the four major stages of universities’ social media communication.
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communication strategies to inform and listen to their stake-
holders and promote conversation and interaction with them
(Capriotti et al. 2021; Fähnrich et al. 2020; Theunissen and Wan
Noordin 2012). This raises the question of whether universities
are truly utilising these platforms for genuine dialogue with their
students and other stakeholders or simply as channels for infor-
mation distribution. The scarce use of a dialogic approach may
limit community engagement and feedback with higher education
institutions.

Besides this, there is a concern regarding whether they are
effectively using social media to engage users in more crucial
aspects of university life. Although some universities are evolving
towards a more diverse content mix, they are using social net-
works mainly as institutional positioning instruments. Results
suggest that universities tend to prioritise institutional content
over content related to teaching and research. While recent stu-
dies have shown that the institutional themes disseminated by
universities (organisational and contextual) generate a higher
level of engagement than functional content (teaching, research
and commitment) (Capriotti et al. 2023), the lingering question is
whether they are on a path towards genuine engagement or
merely diversifying content for the sake of diversity. Universities
should conduct more comprehensive investigations of their
online users to gain a deeper understanding of their interests.
This enhanced understanding can serve as a foundation for more
effectively tailoring and designing their content strategies. This
effort can enable universities to create content that not only
engages but also educates, informs, and inspires their online
community.

This article identifies and analyses three main dimensions
(posting, interactivity and content) of the social media insti-
tutional communication implemented by universities. Based on
the dialogic communication framework for creating connec-
tions and relationships between entities and their stakeholders
via the internet (Kent and Taylor 1998, 2002) and internet-
based organisational communication strategies (Wirtz and
Zimbres 2018), this research enhances studies into commu-
nication and public relations scholarship by expanding the
understanding of social media management. The results enrich
the communication and public relations research, allowing
other researchers to use this methodology in other sectors,
types of entities and social networks, to test the variables and
dimensions.

In addition, the study may help communication and public
relations professionals to optimise and improve their commu-
nication on social media. It can serve as a guide for professionals
to carry out the management of communication on social net-
works. Social networks facilitate the creation of community, and
professionals are aware of their value for the relationship between
organisations and their stakeholders. Therefore, it will help to
identify the aspects for improvement to achieve a more effective
strategic communication.

Finally, it would be valuable for future research to not only
expand the application of these dimensions to other major
social networks with significant social penetration, such as
Instagram or TikTok, but also to explore how the combination
of these dimensions influences users’ level of interaction (Bru-
baker and Wilson 2018; Fähnrich et al. 2020; Peruta and Shields
2016). Besides this, there is a need to delve deeper into the
analysis of each individual social network, in order to obtain a
more comprehensive understanding of how the unique char-
acteristics of each platform can impact communicative activ-
ities. Additionally, investigating the impact of social media
institutional communication on the stakeholders could shed
light on the diverse purposes and communication strategies
employed by different social media accounts within universities

and organizations. By delving into these areas, researchers can
further deepen our understanding of the dynamic relationship
between social media strategies, stakeholder engagement, and
organizational objectives.

Data availability
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study are available in the supplementary files and in the Dataverse
repository: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/WTRSBC.

Received: 29 March 2023; Accepted: 25 September 2023;

References
Amaral I, Santos S (2020), ‘Social Networks and Institutional Communication: the

Case of Portuguese Universities Tt - Redes Sociales Y Comunicación Insti-
tucional: El Caso De Las Universidades Portuguesas’, Prisma Social, No. 28,
pp. 20–43. https://revistaprismasocial.es/issue/view/189

Atarama-Rojas T, Vega-Foelsche D (2020) Comunicación corporativa y branded
content en Facebook: un estudio de las cuentas oficiales de las universidades
peruanas. Rev Comun 19(No. 1):37–53

Balmer JMT (2008) Identity based views of the corporation: insights from cor-
porate identity, organisational identity, social identity, visual identity, cor-
porate brand identity and corporate image. Eur J Market, Vol. 42, available
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810891055

Beese N (2019) Marketing the library using social media platforms: the experience
of the University Library Bochum, Germany. Int Inform Library Rev 51(No.
1):36–41

Bezawada R, Rishika R, Kumar A, Janakiraman R (2013) ‘The Effect of Customers ’
social media participation on customer visit frequency and profitability: an
empirical investigation’. Inform Syst Res 24(No. 1):108–127

Brech FM, Messer U, Vander Schee BA, Rauschnabel PA, Ivens BS (2017)
‘Engaging fans and the community in social media: interaction with insti-
tutions of higher education on Facebook’. J Market Higher Educ 27(No.
1):112–130

Brubaker PJ, Wilson C (2018) ‘Let’s give them something to talk about: Global
brands’ use of visual content to drive engagement and build relationships’.
Public Relat Rev Elsevier 44(No. 3):342–352

Cancelo Sanmartín M, Almansa Martínez A (2013) ‘Estrategias comunicativas en
redes sociales. Estudio comparativo entre las universidades de España y
México’. Historia Comun Soc 18:423–435

Capriotti P, Losada-Díaz JC, Martínez-Gras R (2023) Evaluating the content
strategy developed by universities on social media. El Profesional de La
Información 32(2):e320210

Capriotti P, Oliveira A, Carretón C (2023) A model for assessing the active pre-
sence of institutions on social media: application to universities worldwide. J
Market Higher Educ No. 00, pp. 1–21

Capriotti P, Pardo Kuklinski H (2012) Assessing dialogic communication through
the Internet in Spanish museums. Public Relat Rev 38(No. 4):619–626

Capriotti P, Zeler I (2020) ‘Comparing Facebook as an interactive communication
tool for companies in LatAm and worldwide’. Commun Soc 33(No.
3):119–136

Capriotti P, Zeler I, Camilleri MA (2021) Corporate communication through social
networks: the identification of the key dimensions for dialogic communica-
tion. In Camilleri, MA (ed). Strategic Corporate Communication in the
Digital Age, Emerald Publishing Limited. pp. 33–51

Chaudhri V, Wang J (2007) Communicating corporate social responsibility on the
internet: a case study of the top 100 information technology companies in
India. Manag Commun Q 21(No. 2):232–247

Cho M, Furey L, Mohr T (2016) Communicating corporate social responsibility on
social media: strategies, stakeholders, and public engagement on corporate
Facebook. Bus Profess Commun Q 80(No. 1):52–69

Chung AQH, Andreev P, Benyoucef M, Duane A, O’Reilly P (2017) Managing an
organisation’s social media presence: an empirical stages of growth model’.
Int J Inform Manag 37(No. 1):1405–1417. Elsevier

Cuenca-Fontbona J, Compte-Pujol M, Zeler I (2022) ‘La estrategia aplicada a las
relaciones públicas en el medio digital: El caso español’, Revista Latina de
Comunicación Social, No. 80, pp. 163–182. https://revistaprismasocial.es/
issue/view/189

Dijkmans C, Kerkhof P (2015) Online conversation and corporate reputation: a
two-wave longitudinal study on the effects of exposure to the social media
activities of a’. J Comput Med Commun 20:632–648

HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8 ARTICLE

HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS |          (2023) 10:656 | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8 11

https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/WTRSBC
https://revistaprismasocial.es/issue/view/189
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560810891055
https://revistaprismasocial.es/issue/view/189
https://revistaprismasocial.es/issue/view/189


Di Nauta P, Iannuzzi E, Milone M, Nigro C (2020) The impact of the sustainability
principles on the strategic planning and reporting of universities. An
exploratory study on a qualified italian sample. Sustainability (Switzerland)
12(No. 18):1–21

Eberle D, Berens G, Li T (2013) The impact of interactive corporate social
responsibility communication on corporate reputation. J Bus Ethics 118(No.
4):731–746

Ebrahim H, Seo H (2019) Visual public relations in Middle Eastern higher edu-
cation: content analysis of Twitter images. Media Watch 10(No. 1):41–53

Eger L, Egerová D, Tomczyk L, Krystoň M, Czeglédi C (2020) Facebook for Public
Relations in the higher education field: a study from four countries Czechia,
Slovakia, Poland and Hungary. J Market Higher Educ 0(No. 0):1–21. Taylor
& Francis

Fähnrich B, Vogelgesang J, Scharkow M (2020) Evaluating universities’ strategic
online communication: how do Shanghai Ranking’s top 50 universities grow
stakeholder engagement with Facebook posts?’. J Commun Manag 24(No.
3):265–283

Feehan B (2022) 2022 Social Media Industry Benchmark Report. RivalIQ, available
at: https://www.rivaliq.com/resources/social-media-industry-benchmark-
report-2022/ (accessed 25 October 2022)

Floreddu PB, Cabiddu F, Evaristo R (2014) Inside your social media ring: how to
optimize online corporate reputation. Bus Horizons 57(No. 6):737–745.
‘Kelley School of Business, Indiana University’

García García M (2018) Universidad y medios sociales. Gestión de la comunicación
en la universidad española. Prisma Social 22(No. 3):21–36

Gori E, Romolini A, Fissi S, Contri M (2020) ‘Toward the dissemination of sus-
tainability issues through social media in the higher education sector: evi-
dence from an Italian case’, Sustainability (Switzerland), Vol. 12 No. 11,
available at: https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114658

Guzmán Duque AP, Del Moral ME (2013) Twitter’s contribution to improving
strategic communication in Latin American universities. RUSC Univ Knowl
Soc J 10(No. 2):236

Holtzhausen D (2008) ‘Strategic Communication’, in Donsbach, W (Ed.), The
International Encyclopedia of Communication, Vol 10., Blackwell Publishing,
Malden, MA, pp. 4848–4855

Ingenhoff D, Koelling AM (2009) The potential of Web sites as a relationship
building tool for charitable fundraising NPOs. Public Relat Rev 35(No.
1):66–73

Johann M, Wolf C, Godulla A (2021) Managing relationships on Facebook: a long-
term analysis of leading companies in Germany. Public Relat Rev 47(No.
3):102044. Elsevier Inc

Kemp S (2022) ‘Digital 2022: Global overview report’, we are social & Hootsuite,
available at: https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2022-global-overview-
report

Kent ML, Taylor M (1998) Building dialogic relationships through the world wide
web. Public Relat Rev 24(No. 3):321–334

Kent ML, Taylor M (2002) Toward a dialogic theory of public relations. Public
Relat Rev 28(No. 1):21–37

Kilgour M, Sasser SL, Larke R (2015) The social media transformation process:
curating content into strategy. Corp Commun 20(No. 3):326–343

Kimmons R, Veletsianos G, Woodward S (2017) Institutional uses of Twitter in
U.S. higher education. Innovat Higher Educ 42(No. 2):97–111

Kisiolek A, Karyy O, Нalkiv L (2020) Comparative analysis of the practice of
internet use in the marketing activities of higher education Institutions in
Poland and Ukraine. Comp Econ Res Central East Eur 23(No. 2):87–102

Komljenovic J (2019) Linkedin, platforming labour, and the new employability
mandate for universities. Glob Soc Educ 17(No. 1):28–43. Taylor & Francis

Li T, Berens G, Maertelaere MD (2013) Corporate Twitter channels: the impact of
engagement and informedness on corporate reputation. Int J Electron
Commerce 18(No. 2):97–126

Linke A, Zerfass A (2012) Future trends in social media use for strategic organi-
sation communication: results of a Delphi study. Public Commun Rev 2(No.
2):17–29

LinkedIn. (n.d.). ‘About LinkedIn’, LinkedIn
Lombard M, Snyder-duch J, Bracken CC (2002) Content analysis in mass com-

munication. Hum Commun Res 28(No. 4):587–604
Losada Díaz JC, Capriotti P (2015) La comunicación de los museos de arte en

Facebook: comparación entre las principales instituciones internacionales y
españolas. Palabra Clave 18(No. 3):889–904

Luarn P, Lin Y-F, Chiu Y-P (2015) Influence of Facebook brand-page posts on
online engagement. Online Inform Rev 39(No. 4):505–519

Marino V, Lo Presti L (2018) Approaches to university public engagement in the
online environment: Insights from Anglo-Saxon higher education’. Int J Educ
Manag 32(No. 5):734–748

McLachlan S (2021) ‘How Often to Post to Social Media in 2021’, Hootsuite,
available at: https://blog.hootsuite.com/how-often-to-post-on-social-media/
(accessed 28 February 2022)

Melewar TC, Foroudi P, Dinnie K, Nguyen B (2018) The role of corporate identity
management in the higher education sector: an exploratory case study. J
Market Commun 24(No. 4):337–359

Meng J, Reber BH, Berger BK, Gower KK, Zerfass A (2021) North American
Communication Monitor 2020–2021. The Impact of COVID-19 Pandemic,
Ethical Challenges, Gender Issues, Cybersecurity, and Competence Gaps in
Strategic Communication, The Plank Center, Tuscaloosa, AL

Neill MS, Moody M (2015) Who is responsible for what? Examining strategic roles
in social media management. Public Relat Rev 41(No. 1):109–118. Elsevier
Inc

Nevzat R, Amca Y, Tanova C, Amca H (2016) Role of social media community in
strengthening trust and loyalty for a university. Comput Hum Behav
65:550–559

Newberry C (2021) ‘38 LinkedIn statistics marketers should know in 2021’,
Hootsuite, available at: https://blog.hootsuite.com/linkedin-statistics-
business/ (accessed 28 February 2022)

Oliveira A, Capriotti P, Zeler I (2022) El estado de la cuestión de la investigación
sobre la comunicación digital de las universidades. Redmarka Rev Market
Aplicado 26(No. 2):1–18

Paintsil A, Kim HS (2022) Sharing personal experiences and online consumer
engagement: a case study of Glossier. J Glob Fashion Market 13(No. 1):1–15.
Routledge

Parveen F, Jaafar NI, Ainin S (2014) Social media usage and organizational per-
formance: reflections of Malaysian social media managers. Telematics Inform
32(No. 1):67–78

Peruta A, Shields AB (2016) Social media in higher education: understanding how
colleges and universities use Facebook. J Market Higher Educ 27(No. 1):1–13

Pletikosa Cvijikj I, Michahelles F (2013) Online engagement factors on Facebook
brand pages. Soc Network Anal Mining 3(No. 4):843–861

Qomfo S, Chiliya N, Chuchu T, Maziriri ET, Ndoro T (2019) Perceptions of the
effectiveness of twitter as a crowdfunding communication tool for raising
university fees. Communitas 24:1–17

Saraite-Sariene L, del Mar Gálvez-Rodríguez M, Haro-de-Rosario A, Caba-Perez C
(2019) Unpackaging stakeholders’ motivation for participating in the social
media of the higher education sector: a comparison of the European and US
experience. Online Inform Rev 43(No. 7):1151–1168

Scolari C (2009) The sense of the interface: applying semiotics to HCI research.
Semiotica 2009(No. 177):1–27

Stsiampkouskaya K, Joinson A, Piwek L, Stevens L (2021) ‘Imagined Audiences,
Emotions, and Feedback Expectations in Social Media Photo Sharing’, Social
Media and Society, Vol. 7 No. 3, available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/
20563051211035692

Stuart E, Stuart D, Thelwall M (2017) An investigation of the online presence of
UK universities on Instagram. Online Inform Rev 41(No. 5):582–597

Taylor M, Kent ML (2014) Dialogic engagement: clarifying foundational concepts.
J Public Relat Res 26(No. 5):384–398

Theunissen P, Wan Noordin WN (2012) Revisiting the concept “dialogue” in
public relations. Public Relat Rev 38(No. 1):5–13. Elsevier Inc

USC Annenberg (2022) Global Communication Report. The Future of Corporate
Activism., Los Angeles, California, available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
90-481-3401-4_2

Valentini C (2015) Is using social media “good” for the public relations profession?
A critical reflection. Public Relat Rev 41(No. 2):170–177. Elsevier Inc

Wigley S, Zhang W (2011) A study of PR practitioners’ use of social media in crisis
planning. Public Relat J 5(No. 3):1–16

Williams H (2020) ‘How often should you post on social media?’, Meltwater,
available at: https://www.meltwater.com/en/blog/how-often-should-you-
post-on-social-media (accessed 28 February 2022)

Wirtz JG, Zimbres TM (2018) A systematic analysis of research applying “prin-
ciples of dialogic communication” to organizational websites, blogs, and
social media: Implications for theory and practice. J Public Relat Res 30(No.
1–2):5–34. Routledge

Yule G (1996) Pragmatics, Oxford University Press, Oxford (UK)
Zadeh A, Sharda R (2022) How can our tweets go viral? Point-process modelling of

brand content. Inform Manag 59(No. 2):103594. Elsevier BV
Zeler I, Capriotti P (2019) Communicating corporate social responsibility issues on

Facebook’s corporate fanpages of Latin American companies’. El Profes
Inform 28(No. 5):1–9

Zerfass A, Buhmann A, Tench R, Verčič D, Moreno A (2021) European Com-
munication Monitor 2021. Comm Tech and Digital Infrastructure, Video-
Conferencing, and Future Roles for Communication Professionals. Results of
a Survey in 46 Countries., Brussels, available at: https://www.
communicationmonitor.eu (accessed 21 November 2022)

Zerfass A, Verčič D, Verhoeven P, Moreno A, Tench R (2019) European Com-
munication Monitor 2019. Exploring Trust in the Profession, Transparency,
Artificial Intelligence and New Content Strategies. Results of a Survey in 46
Countries, Brussels, available at: www.europeancommunicationmonitor.com

ARTICLE HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8

12 HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS |          (2023) 10:656 | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8

https://www.rivaliq.com/resources/social-media-industry-benchmark-report-2022/
https://www.rivaliq.com/resources/social-media-industry-benchmark-report-2022/
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12114658
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2022-global-overview-report
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2022-global-overview-report
https://blog.hootsuite.com/how-often-to-post-on-social-media/
https://blog.hootsuite.com/linkedin-statistics-business/
https://blog.hootsuite.com/linkedin-statistics-business/
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211035692
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211035692
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-3401-4_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-3401-4_2
https://www.meltwater.com/en/blog/how-often-should-you-post-on-social-media
https://www.meltwater.com/en/blog/how-often-should-you-post-on-social-media
https://www.communicationmonitor.eu
https://www.communicationmonitor.eu
http://www.europeancommunicationmonitor.com


Acknowledgements
This article is part of the competitive R&D&I project on “La Comunicación Institucional
Digital 2.0 de las Universidades” (PID2019-106053GB-I00), funded by the Spanish
Ministry of Science and Innovation.

Author contributions
PC: conceptualization; theoretical framework; methodology; writing (original draft);
writing (review & editing); visualization; supervision; funding acquisition; project
administration. IZ: investigation; theoretical framework; methodology; data curation;
software; formal analysis; resources; writing (original draft); corresponding author.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no known competing interests or personal rela-
tionships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this article.

Ethical approval
Ethical approval was not required as the study did not involve human participants.

Informed consent
This article does not contain any studies with human participants performed by any of
the authors.

Additional information
Supplementary information The online version contains supplementary material
available at https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to Ileana Zeler.

Reprints and permission information is available at http://www.nature.com/reprints

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,

adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative
Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party
material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the
article’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by statutory
regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2023

HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8 ARTICLE

HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES COMMUNICATIONS |          (2023) 10:656 | https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8 13

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02187-8
http://www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Analysing effective social media communication in higher education institutions
	Introduction
	Theoretical background
	Posting performance
	Interactivity focus
	Content combination

	Methodology
	Results
	Posting performance
	Interactivity focus
	Content combination

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Data availability
	References
	References
	Acknowledgements
	Author contributions
	Competing interests
	Additional information




