
179 
 

6 Relation Platforms 

In 2008, a group of employees working in a city municipality’s IT Department – a public 
administration I have called the Echo Organization – took the initiative to found a social media 
competence group, a beta, which I have called the Beta Group (BG). Soon, the BG comprised 
of employees from the Echo Organization’s IT and Communication Departments, marking the 
start of working professionally with social media in organizations. Over the years, the BG 
members began to engage in social media platforms. From there, the BG members examined 
social media, which they systematically tested out where they work. These activities 
contributed to the creation of their own definition of social media, which they called “relation 
platforms based on user-generated content”. The BG members also authored the municipal 
guidelines for use of social media fitted for use in public organizations. The definition and 
guidelines are the result of much research, experimentation, and reflection on their own use and 
practice of social media, forming a knowledge production process that has been subject to 
changes as the group interacted with ongoing municipal priorities, goals, and activities. The 
definition and guidelines consist of symbols and expressions adopted from contemporary web 
culture and is a genre repertoire on how employees can use social media as part of their work 
practices, creating an organizational literacy on social media.  

By using a bottom-up perspective, this chapter chronicles the events in this knowledge 
production process, showing the dissertation’s third local model, “relation platforms”, 
illustrating how social media embeds and socially constitutes in an organizational context. The 
practice of the dissertation’s third actor is considered and examines how employees in 
organizations work professionally with social media and build specialized knowledge. To show 
my argument, I cover it over the chapter’s five parts. The first part recaps the model’s main 
idea. It connects the model to theoretical concepts used in organization research to explain the 
formation of communicative practices in online communities in organizations. This is done by 
discussing the terms genre and genre repertoire, which are combined with perspectives on how 
professional practitioners create knowledge and understanding by reflection on their actions 
and experiences. The second part outlines a tendency in Norwegian organizations to manage 
social media in professional ways, which is illustrated by the rise of social media competence 
groups, the betas. The third part presents the BG’s organizational affiliation and crew. The 
fourth part examines events in the BG’s history, which played an important role in the 
knowledge production process leading to their self-created definition of social media, an 
analysis covering the period from the fall of 2008 to the spring of 2012. The last part 
summarizes the chapter.15  

6.1 Part I: Orlikowski and Yates’ genre repertoire and Schön’s reflection-on-action 

To frame relation platforms theoretically, I apply parts of Orlikowski’s brilliant work. In the 
1990s, Orlikowski collaborated with Yates on a series of research papers. Together they 
explored the meaning of “genre of organizational communication”, which they defined as type 
of communication characterized by a socially recognized communicative purpose and common 
aspects of forms (Yates & Orlikowski, 1992). Yates and Orlikowski’s project was to push genre 
in a new direction. They argued that earlier approaches among literature researchers used the 
concept as a means to classify rhetorical discourses and literary works. Genre was used as an 

                                                 
15 The research perspective is explained in Chapter 3. This chapter is an extended version of a short paper, “What 
is “it”? The Sensemaking of Social Media in a Norwegian Municipality”, presented at Stanford University, at 
Scancor’s Friday Seminar on December 13, 2013,(The Scandinavian Consortium for Organizational Research).   
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instrument to determine if a text should be labeled a “tragedy” or “comedy”. But in the late 
1970s, this understanding was outdated, as scholars started to pay attention to defining the term 
more accurately and relating it to the meaning of contextual reference, implying that texts 
should not be understood as isolated entities, but be regarded as part of larger social realities. 
Yates and Orlikowski emphasized that this took a turn when scholars started to change their 
understanding to include the meaning of social situation and human action into their definition. 
Yates and Orlikowski noted Miller’s (1984) work, which stressed that humans enact rhetorical 
practices or genre characterized by patterns of form and substance, meaning that genres are 
typified rhetorical action in the context of socially defined recurrent situations. This move 
allowed organization researchers to apply a new perspective. Yates and Orlikowski wrote that:  

This concept can be applied to a wide range of typical communicative practices occurring in organizations, 
and it provides a new perspective on organizational communication that is both interactive and socially 
embedded. Thus, it allows us to examine the production, reproduction, and modification of different types 
of organization communication over time and under different circumstances. (1992:301). 

Later, Orlikowski and Yates (1994) introduced the term genre repertoire to widen the 
application of the genre concept. This was introduced as a response to limitations in earlier 
work in organization studies (Donnellon, Gray, & Bougon, 1986; Eisenberg, 1984; Frost, 1987; 
Fulk, 1993; Fulk & Steinfield, 1990; Huber, 1990; Manning, 1989; Putnam & Poole, 1987; 
Rice, 1984; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986; Trevino, Lengel, & Daft, 1987). Orlikowski and Yates 
argued that the practice of communicating as a routine organizing activity had not been 
adequately explored. To counter it, they adopted a processual perspective aimed at showing 
how ongoing communicative practices in organizations can create social structures that are 
produced and reproduced and can change over time. Moreover, these can become routines and 
influence the ways that employees perceive forms of communication. This meant formulating 
a practice perspective and integrating structuration theory (Giddens 1984) and practice theory 
(Bourdieu, 1977, 1990), which claim that between human’s action and with social structures 
emerge recursive patterns and that the recurring interplays with routine activities “are grounded 
in the ongoing practical activities of human agents in particular historical, cultural, and 
institutional contexts” (Orlikowski & Yates, 1994:541). Furthermore, Orlikowski and Yates 
claimed that recursive relationships between routine activities and social structures are the 
medium and outcome of those activities. 

Orlikowski and Yates (1994) discussed their perspective by examining the dynamics that play 
a role in the formation and structuring of genre and genre repertoire in a community in 
organizations. This starts with recognizing that genres are common forms of particular 
communicative practices – like memos, meetings, training sessions – that are socially enacted 
by members of a community and can serve as a template to realize particular purposes and 
actions. Researchers need to recognize the importance of certain genre characteristics. A genre 
is not always rooted in an individual’s motive to communicate, but is constructed, recognized 
and reinforced within a community, factors that can enable researchers to get insights into a 
community’s and an organization’s work practices. Orlikowski and Yates emphasized that 
genres are rarely homogeneous, but are separate, having the potential to create new generic 
strategies, implying that there are two types of interaction among genres. On the one hand, there 
is a degree of genre overlap, as we can find enactment of one or two separate genres in a 
community. On the other hand, genres are interdependent and are part of larger complex “genre-
eco systems”. Orlikowski and Yates argued that genre can undergo changes, which are likely 
to occur when community members draw on past knowledge of a set of genres or introduce 
new ones, as these can be reinforced to conserve known ones or to create new ones. Community 
members can modify them too. 
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Further, Orlikowski and Yates argued that genres are not only individual, but can be part of a 
set of genres enacted by community members, which means to put greater focus on genre 
repertoire. Orlikowski and Yates placed genre repertoire to similar research perspectives to 
those organization researchers used in their studies of organizational communication (Clark & 
Staunton, 1989; Donnellon et al., 1986; Gersick & Hackman, 1990; March & Simon, 1958). To 
grasp the structuring process on how a community establishes its communicative practices 
constituting its genre repertoire over time, Orlikowski and Yates argued that we must pay 
attention to three aspects. First, the nature of a genre repertoire must be considered. This can 
give insights into a community’s communicative practices. This can give information on social 
status, social identity, and organizing processes. It is important to analyze the composition, the 
set of genres making up the repertoire and its uses, which means measuring the frequency with 
which specific genres are enacted at various times by community members. Analysis of 
composition can indicate the kind of communicative activities that are practiced by community 
members, while use can reveal how often they interact. Second, the establishment of a genre 
repertoire should consider how and why community members enact a particular set of genres. 
Orlikowski and Yates claimed it is imperative to approach new ways community members 
enact genres and how they used them previously as members of other communities. Another 
way can be to highlight expectations that emerge from such enactments, which can “be based 
on knowledge of genre rules, members’ prior experiences in similar situations, and their sense 
of what forms of organizing and interacting” (Orlikowski & Yates, 1994:547). Third, you 
should consider why changes in a genre repertoire occur over time when they are established 
in a community. The sub-theme is to look for variation in the repertoire composition. 
Orlikowski and Yates argued for grasping how changes are introduced inadvertently or 
deliberately by community members, which might occur in the composition of repertoire or in 
its use. There are certain dynamics in play. On the one hand, Orlikowski and Yates refer to 
“custom”, which might be cases where community members attempt to reproduce past customs, 
but variations emerge by inadvertent slippage or improvisation. They called it “inadvertent 
variation”, which means how the composition of a genre repertoire may be varied when new 
genres or variants emerge alongside or in place of older ones. On the other hand, there can be 
“reflective agency” which would include how members adopt new routines or change them by 
experimentation, learning or trying to switch to new routines. This is called “deliberate 
variation”, which indicates how “new genres or variants may be introduced or designed through 
the deliberate action of one or more members, such as when members import a genre they have 
used in another community” (Orlikowski & Yates, 1994:548). Further, variations in genre 
repertoire can occur when genres become dormant or there are attempts to eliminate them. 
Orlikowski and Yates concluded that genre repertoires can undergo change when their uses 
change across time, which can be intended or unintended.  

To illustrate their argument, Orlikowski and Yates examined the content of a vast amount of e-
mails to identify communicative practices or the structuring of genres among a cohort of 
knowledge workers. This represented a community of computer language designers or an “ad 
hoc project organization” who collaborated on developing a standardized computer language 
that could be portable across computer systems. At the beginning of the 1980s, this virtual 
community of computer language designers organized and communicated their work across 
large geographical distances, a work which resulted in the Common LISP language. The 
designers hardly met during the work period and it is estimated that 95 percent of their work 
was completed by e-mail exchange using the U.S. Defense Department’s ARPNET network, 
the technological predecessor of what is today known as the Internet. By using an e-mail 
system, they worked and collaborated “to raise issues, offer proposals, solicit opinions, suggest 
amendments and alternatives, debate language features, reach group decisions, and document 
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their results” (Orlikowski & Yates, 1994:543). Orlikowski and Yates sampled about 1300 e-
mails from the correspondence of 17 designers, covering the period from December 1981 to 
December 1983, in addition to completing complementary interviews with the most important 
participants in the community. 

Based on an inductive and systematic content analysis of the designers’ e-mail exchanges, 
Orlikowski and Yates identified the enactment of different genres. The analysis showed that 
the genre repertoire was composed by three genres – memo, proposal and dialogue – and one 
genre system – a ballot – that was generated and distributed across the e-mail exchanges. The 
three genres illustrated various interaction patterns practiced among the designers, while the 
balloting system was a self-developed community voting system. Orlikowski and Yates explain 
that this voting system was designed as a type of questionnaire where the community members 
voted on a series of listed items or statements or alternatives to solve matters the computer 
language designers worked on. The voting system was used to identify if the community 
members had reached an agreement on a matter. The data analysis found six ballots, each with 
all three interdependent message types, including different quantities of responses to each other. 
Orlikowski and Yates claim that the emergence and use of a genre repertoire “indicate[s] a 
group that organized itself around an informal yet intellectual exchange among peers rather 
than a formal project structure and methodology” (1994:561). This sense of “community 
informality” showed it could produce a powerful willingness and have an organizing capability. 
This is reflected in the ways the designers organized their work by abiding by their self-defined 
community genres rather than genres and practices imposed by an organization’s apparatuses. 
This is showed across several trajectories. First, the use and self-imposed presence of the memo 
genre rather than the use of an organization’s letter showed how the designers organized 
themselves as a temporary organization. Second, the focus on creating a reference manual rather 
than writing their conclusions in a report genre, showed that the designers were more 
accountable to their own professional community than to an external party. Third, the use of a 
proposal genre was more effective to the organizing process than applying a scientific or letter 
genre. Fourth, online conversations proved to be an effective means to create the design for the 
computer language they were set to work on. And fifth, the introduction and practicing of the 
ballot system proved to be a participative and practical decision-making process to complete 
their work in an effective way.  

While genre repertoire emerged from Orlikowski and Yates’s (1994) impressive analysis, I use 
and complement it in a different way. My interest lies in using genre repertoire to understand 
how an actor tries to learn about a new technology and the new communicative practices it can 
enable, and the ways and challenges an actor meets when they to introduce them to an 
organization. I use Orlikowski and Yates’s work to frame how relation platforms are created 
as the end-result of a longitudinal experimental process. I am interested in exploring how the 
BG members used personal reflection and retrospection on their actions and practices to create 
and structure a genre repertoire or communicative practices connected to the use of social media 
in organizations. These were produced, reproduced, and modified as the members interacted 
with them over time in the organization where they work. This argument can perhaps be better 
understood by looking at the field of reflective practice, which can be seen as the capacity to 
reflect on action to engage in a process of continuous learning (Schön, 1983). Reflective 
practice is a tool in practice-based professional learning where people learn from professional 
experiences rather than acquiring knowledge from formal learning and knowledge transfer. 
Central to reflective practice is how a professional practitioner is not only concerned with 
reflecting back on past actions and events, but how he or she takes a conscious look at emotions, 
experiences, actions, and responses, and uses that information to add to his or her existing 
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knowledge to reach a higher level of understanding (Paterson & Chapman, 2013). The 
framework emphasizes that learning is part of a cyclic pattern of experience and the conscious 
use of lessons learned from personal experience. In this way, reflective practice is experimental 
learning where self-organizing and auto-didactic features are central ingredients. Reflective 
practice is foremost associated with the work of Schön (1983, 1988), who pinpointed that 
knowledge produced in textbooks, which he saw as containing “technical rationality”, had 
limitations to how practitioners perform and organize work. Schön (1983) introduced the terms 
reflection-in-action and reflection-on-action to represent phenomena that play a crucial role in 
embedding how professionals meet challenges at work with a kind of improvisational approach 
that can be improved by their practice. Reflection-in-action is defined as the ability of a 
practitioner to use his or her ability to reflect on feelings, emotions and prior experiences to 
attend to a situation more directly, while reflection-on-action is a “post-reflection situation” 
where practitioners analyze their reactions to the situation and explore the reasons around them 
and the consequences of their actions.  

To show how the BG members created their understanding of social media involves addressing 
the ways they created and enacted it. This emerged from a creative structuration process, which 
gave social media a form or genre and could be recognized as a communicative practice. This 
had two sides. On the one hand, when social media first surfaced, the BG members sensed the 
absence of a shared meaning of what social media “was”. Social media was equivocal and 
definitions were hard to come by. When the members used the resources they normally use to 
stay updated on changes in the technology landscape, they could not give them descriptions of 
the new technology and how to integrate it into work practices. The same applied to where they 
work. Although they work in an organization possessing many resources, the members 
experienced lack of competencies from where knowledge could be harvested. Confronted with 
this, the BG members attempted to conceptualize social media and took the initiative 
themselves to learn about it. They self-initiated a large learning project, which involved drawing 
on past and present experiences and by looking to sources beyond organizational boundaries, 
as a strategy to form knowledge on social media. This consisted of enacting and self-organizing 
a “trial-and-error-practice”, where they tested, interacted and wrote about how to use social 
media in public organizations. The BG members broke down tentative definitions of social 
media, informal knowledge, and cultural influences related to the social media universe which 
they came across. These experiences were “reassembled” under their own understanding, which 
has been part of a structuration process that took different turns. This means that “relation 
platforms” is the outcome from an interpretation process, transpiring from retrospective 
interaction from situations they have experienced, which is based on making sense of a 
technology that manifested as ambiguous.  

This reflection process has an outcome and content and reveals a genre repertoire, giving 
relation platform a substance that embodies a range of communicative practices on how to use 
social media in a public organization. This genre repertoire is culturally scripted as the result of 
continuous contesting, negotiating, and interpretation of experiences from the initiatives and 
activities the BG members completed. Here, we find that relation platform is ascribed a form, 
established as part of a community practice, and given a social identity and composition; how 
it varies in use and changes over time. These communicative practices acquire a clearer form 
when seen in relation to dominant institutional logics and practices commonly used in 
organizations. In short, the BG’s colleagues used a one-to-one communicative practice, which 
is personified by writing e-mails and filing work documents on a local computer file system. It 
is perceived as constituting a private and individualized one-to-one communicative practice, 
being part of an Internet computing paradigm. In contrast, communicating on social media 
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platforms is characterized by the stark opposite. Engaging on social media is the enacting of a 
many-to-many communicative practice, where multiple users contribute and receive 
information, where information is interlinked to different websites reflecting how humans 
communicate in communities. The many-to-many communicative practice suspends the 
artificial boundary between information and communication tools, a suspension making 
information non-private and visible to others. But how do you convince your colleagues to 
change from the individualized one-to-one way of communicating to adopt a new way of 
communicating? For the BG members, this has meant forwarding arguments in favor of 
abandoning e-mail to communicate on social media platforms. But this can seldom be 
accomplished by contending that people should just start using social media. More convincing 
arguments must be scripted. It is necessary to create a set of communicative strategies – or, to 
use Orlikowski and Yates’s term, a genre repertoire – consisting of words, expressions, and 
symbols, which play on a rich cultural language that favors networking and sharing of 
competences on social media platforms as having positive benefits on the work practices of the 
intended audience.  

6.2 Part II: The rise of the betas 

Since the 2000s, employees in Norwegian organizations have started to work professionally 
with social media. Organizations create official accounts on Facebook and Twitter. These are 
intended to display an organization’s voice to an external audience. It is common for them to 
be administered by employees with professional backgrounds in media and communication and 
journalism. These employees have “social media expertise” as part of their permanent job 
description. As part of this development, there has been a franchising of professional social 
media competence groups, so-called betas, in certain Norwegian municipalities and state-
owned companies, reflecting an advanced management of social media. The betas are few, but 
have formed as either the result of local bottom-up initiatives or the direct creation of a 
management priority. The betas consist of employees with university education, consisting of 
from two to five members. The members hold master’s degrees in humanities or social sciences 
disciplines, like media and organization studies. The betas have taken on the role of internal 
service providers, where they support coworkers and departments who engage more directly 
with the citizens. They specialize in topics involving questions of new technologies, 
organizational development, internal and external communication, and new ways to organize 
work practice. The betas play a crucial role in putting social media on the agenda in public 
organizations. For example, they have written guidelines for use of social media and strategy 
documents, assessed the risk of using social media, evaluated available Web 2.0 services and 
acted as instructors for coworkers who wish to learn about social media. In this way, they take 
on the role of translating and interpreting social media into organizational life. This translation 
rarely takes place in a vacuum, but is negotiated between importing and exporting ideas and 
symbols between the external and internal boundaries of an organization. 

6.3 Part III: The BG’s affiliation and current crew 

Our BG is affiliated to a large public administration administering a city municipality. A 
simplified organization chart of the Echo Organization is displayed in Figure 6.1. The Echo 
Organization serves an elected municipal body – a town council or city presidency with 
committees – with a large population consisting of 200,000 inhabitants, whose important 
functions include management of schools, roads, and health services. The Echo Organization 
consists of independent units, departments and municipal companies, which enjoy a degree of 
corporate status. The Echo Organization divides its functions into “external” and “internal” 
services. “External services”, for example, are elementary schools and kindergartens that serve 
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the city municipality’s citizens more directly, while “internal services” are municipal 
departments and units that assist and facilitate the external services and internal public officials.  

Figure 6.1 Simplified organization chart of the Echo Organization. 

 

The BG’s members work in two departments in the Echo Organization, the IT and 
Communication departments. These are affiliated at a high-ranking level under the Municipal 
Director for Organization (MDO), which has licensed auxiliary functions inside the city 
municipality as a whole. In a way, it is a “smaller organization” supporting and running a 
“bigger organization”, where its main purpose is to develop and assist thousands of municipal 
employees. The MDO provides “internal services” to other municipal units, which produce the 
mentioned “external services”. The MDO is made up of several departments. They specialize 
in work environment, procurement, accounting, legal issues, office matters, HR, interpretation 
services, archives, and finances. The main task is to promote the most efficient operation and 
provide excellent administrative support to service units. This means that the BG is part of an 
“internal organization”, which has around 500 to 1000 employees supporting a total municipal 
work force of 13,000 employees.  

The IT Department has 20 to 25 employees. It has the responsibility for the city municipality’s 
IT infrastructure. Since 1992, the city municipality has outsourced operational tasks of data and 
telephone systems to subcontractors. The employees in the IT Department are not involved in 
technical operations, but act as a unit having formal and strategic responsibilities. Technical 
support is leased from subcontractors. The IT Department has responsibility for 20,000 user 
accounts, 3600 desktops, 4000 laptops, and 750 network printers. The IT Department is 
responsible for the IT infrastructure used by the city municipality’s education sector. It is in 
charge of a telephone system and roughly 250 different software programs. The IT Department 
is responsible for all changes in programs, including installing of software, upgrades, and 
implementation. The Communication Department has a different role. Its main task is to 
oversee that the city municipality’s communication and information activities are carried out 
professionally and correctly, and are service orientated. The staff work mainly on a strategic 
level, to strengthen work on reputation and credibility, and democracy conditions, and with 
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enhancing the city municipality’s strategies for internal communication. The Communication 
Department has 10 to 15 employees and updates the city municipality’s web site. 

The BG was formed in 2008. Today, the BG is a permanent social media competence group. 
The BG’s mandate is to be the municipality’s resource group on social media and to serve 
coworkers. The BG members interact on several social media platforms, have a blog, and test 
and update themselves on recent developments within social media services. The BG consists 
of four persons, two males from the IT Department and one male and one female from the 
Communication Department. The BG has a head, who works in the IT Department. The 
members working in the IT Department have the positions of “IT consultant” and “training 
consultant”. The two others are “communication advisers”. The members are aged in their 30s. 
They are not trained as computer scientists, but work on the “soft” side of technology. Three 
have master’s degrees in media and communication studies, while the fourth member worked 
as a teacher before joining the group. The BG is not a full-time assignment. The members spend 
about 30–50 percent of their work time on it. They meet once a week, when they plan and 
discuss activities. Another aspect deals with initiating and implementing self-designed 
activities. In sum, the members are “early adopters” (Rogers, 2003). They are regarded as highly 
competent localities and have extensive knowledge on social media. They are inspired by the 
cultural logics of the hacker culture and the open source movement. An overview of the 
informants’ backgrounds is displayed in Table 6.1.  

Table 6.1 The BG’s current crew. 
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1. M IT Leader Master Consultant 

2. M IT Member Master Training Consultant 

3. F Communication Member Master Adviser 

4. M Communication Member Master Adviser 

6.4 Part IV: The postulate for social media 

The BG’s work has been communicated through a public blog project. As part of the BG’s 
competence building, they have been transparent about what they do. They have blogged 
regularly about their activities and their experiences to an ambiguous audience in the 
Norwegian blogosphere, providing part of the material on which my data analysis is based. 
Blogging has been a site for reflection and engagement with peers in other public and private 
organizations. The BG members are semi-professional bloggers and have blogged about once 
a week since 2009. This blogging has turned into a work routine. The members take turns to 
write the entries, but have also invited colleagues to write posts as guest bloggers. Their blog 
has sparked online engagement, as colleagues working internally or externally to the Echo 
Organization have commented in great detail. The blog entries have addressed a wide range of 
topics. They primarily deal with the relations between new technologies, work, and 
organization, involving a high concentration on topics on what it means to work professionally 
with social media in an organization. 

In February 2013, the BG published a post under the heading “The postulate for social media”, 
containing their definition of social media and a set of guidelines for use of social media in a 
public organization. The entry defined social media as “relation platforms based on user-
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generated content”. The entry included recommendations for how employees in the Echo 
Organization could engage on social media, expressed as a series of questions with answers: 

1. What should you share? Share with others, what others would share with you. 
This is a common question from users. Many people are not accustomed to social 
media and struggle to get over the threshold to share something. A single reply 
to a post is fine. 

2. How to be relevant? Listen and learn from those you want to be relevant for. 
Talk about that which is important for them and for you. Through knowledge of 
a target group, we can adopt our communications based on what they are 
passionate about. How do we get insight? Yes, we listen to that one. To be 
relevant, means to tell someone about a cool event that they should sign up for, 
even if the conference is held by someone other than your organization.  

3. How to build trust? Share, participate. Talk to people. Small talk leads to people 
getting to know each other. When people get to know each other, they build trust 
in each other. 

4. Who should you present yourself on social media? Be yourself. Act normal. Be 
a person. People talk to each other, even on social media. Don’t be a brand, be a 
person. 

5. What about safety? Don’t do anything silly. Think twice. There is much that can 
go wrong when you start using social media. Just as you’re going to say 
something silly now and then, you will say it on social media. That is part of 
reality too and in the real world we say silly things. To reduce that risk, it can be 
wise to make a Risk and Vulnerability Analysis (RVA). It is those who use the 
social channel who are supposed to do this. Raising awareness of those involved 
is what you achieve, plus you get to calm down stressed managers and security 
people to have some measures to reduce the risk and consequences. Some 
general rules are: Do not post when you are angry, sad, or drunk. Do not do it. 
Do not make rude and derogatory remarks about people. 

6. How to succeed on social media? To summarize in a long paragraph: Act 
normal. Do not be silly, think twice. Share with others what you would like 
others to share with you. Talk to people. Listen to people. Share with people. Be 
relevant. Do not just talk about professional stuff (boring). Talk about what you 
are passionate about and what those who you talk with are passionate about. Be 
a person. Share an opinion. Say thank you for a compliment. Respond to negative 
comments. Be objective, but polite. Put a twinkle in your eye when convenient. 
Be formal when required. Realize that you are going to make mistakes, you’re 
only human. Be brave. Jump into it.   

The definition and guidelines are well written. The definition itself, “relation platforms based 
on user-generated content”, stands out from other definitions. We can establish similarities and 
differences. In the academic research literature, Boyd and Ellison’s definition of SNSs has been 
used as an access point to give meaning to social media, which is defined as “web-based 
services that allow individuals to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded 
system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view and 
traverse their list of connections and those made by others within the system” (Boyd & Ellison, 
2007:211). The BG’s definition has parallels to Boyd and Ellison’s, as it stresses the importance 
of social relations. The BG’s definition has similarities to another cited definition, that of 
Kaplan and Haenlein. They define social media as “a group of Internet-based applications that 
build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that allow the creation 
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and exchange of User Generated Content” (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010:61). This definition is 
different from Boyd and Ellison’s, as it stresses features like “Web 2.0” and “user-generated 
content”. The BG uses the term user-generated content, but identifies that social media is an 
embedded part of online social networks, as the idea of “relations” surfaces. The BG’s 
definition is comparable to that introduced by the Norwegian Agency for Public Management 
and eGovernment (Difi). Difi published a definition of social media as  

a way of working and communicating. Online communities and online activities based on user-generated 
content make it possible to share information, to develop your own and others’ ideas, and to retrieve 
knowledge in a new way. Social media differs from traditional media, as it is sender controlled, [and] by 
being more informal and user-governed. It is often described as a mass medium where the distinction 
between producer and consumer is blurred. (Difi, 2010)  

This definition claims that social media can represent a work practice, which enables an 
employee to interact with resources and be part of an online community of practice. Moreover, 
social media is defined as different from traditional media, as communicative practices are 
shaped and scripted by initiatives the users themselves initiate.  

The BG’s definition does not stop here, as the BG members have seen it as essential to frame 
use of social media beyond the mere meaning of only referring to a technical definition. A 
clearer relation to a practical situation is needed. Therefore, the BG authored ideas for how to 
use social media in practice, which are expressed in the guidelines. The guidelines are not 
formalized rules for how an employee is required to engage in social media, but are advice to 
determine a potential course of action. They are a “roadmap” or guide to communicative 
practices for how to use social media and can become part of an employee’s work practice. The 
BG created them for various reasons, like showing employees that they could engage in a pool 
of valuable resources and that there are ways to connect with colleagues other than just using 
e-mail. But an important part of the message is to explain that engagement in social media 
platforms can offer one access to new personal and individual work methods, which have 
opportunities and advantages. The guidelines are also communicative strategies on how to 
strategize in an online network and how to manage yourself in front of an unknown audience. 
They communicate how to present your online self and how far one can go before crossing a 
boundary for acceptable online behavior, emphasizing that when performing within the range 
of defined criteria you will be fine. The guidelines present themselves as logical and comply 
with organizational logics for suitable practices of online behavior.  

On the other hand, the guidelines do have an important subtext. The guidelines are normative 
arguments, advice, and reminders on how the municipality staff can adapt and change their 
work practices in ways suited to an emerging community of practice. Moreover, they are 
individualized strategies on how a knowledge worker is required to change his or her work 
practice, as a consequence of the fact that new network technologies create new communication 
models, influencing organizational life. This relates to how the presence and distribution of 
social media in organizations and in society at large may challenge the isolated and established 
communication practices of the knowledge worker. The knowledge worker will now be 
confronted with drawing on and interacting across several platforms, contexts, and resources to 
complete his or her work. This can be better illustrated in changes in the computing and 
communication paradigms of the Internet, where Internet users are moving from a “one-to-one” 
to a “many-to-many” communication practice. The one-to-one communication practice is a 
common way of communicating in many organizations, constituting an assumed private and 
individualized Internet computing paradigm. We can call this “frame 1”, which is illustrated in 
Figure 6.2. In the Echo Organization, many coworkers are assumed to be used to this frame, as 
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they communicate on e-mail and perform their work in a localized computer file system, where 
the latter is referred to as “(U:)” by the BG. Many-to-many communication is the new 
communication practice. This way of communicating can constitute “frame 2”, shown in Figure 
6.2. Here, multiple users contribute and receive information where information is interlinked to 
different websites reflecting how people communicate in the social media universe. The power 
of the many-to-many communication model is that it can suspend the artificial boundary 
between information and communication tools, meaning that both communication and 
information become non-private and visible to others. Interacting on social media rewrites 
social interaction and the work situation of the knowledge worker, which is characterized by 
knowing less and having a sense of context and an idea of who the receiver might be. To counter 
it, employees need clearer strategies to safeguard actions and know where and how to negotiate 
boundaries for proper online conduct. 

           Figure 6.2 Illustration of new communication models in an organization. 

 

In this sense, the definition of social media and the guidelines are not arbitrary. They are the 
result of extensive research, experimentation, and competence building. The BG’s challenge 
has been to overcome a “knowledge vacuum”. Moreover, this has expressed itself in the absence 
of a shared meaning to deal with changes in an external environment and a technology 
development, where current knowledge cannot give a quick reference to what social media “is”. 
In a way, the BG experienced a “theory-knowledge-practice-gap”. For example, the members 
identified that their organization lacked the relevant internal resources. Furthermore, the IT 
subcontractors they normally use to maintain the Echo Organization’s IT services did not offer 
them relevant competencies on how to use social media in organizations. In other words, they 
could not walk into a “social media shopping mall”, buy the tech, and implement it without any 
further work. This challenges the knowledge on how social media “works” and potentially 
influences organizational life, as the technology is perceived to be in a constant state of 
development and precedes the established knowledge on practice.  

But if you are confronted with this situation and wish to motivate your colleagues to adopt 
social media, what do you do? To counter the experience of an “organizational knowledge gap”, 
you can take the initiative yourself. You can take on the role of creating those particular and 
missing communicative practices, intended at bringing coworkers together and giving them a 
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shared community meaning to use social media. But to create it, you need to learn about it first, 
before you can teach others about it. Confronted with this challenge, the BG members embarked 
on a long-term project of composing a genre repertoire for the use of social media in 
organizations. This work has consisted of composing an organizational “cultural inventory list”, 
which persuades colleagues to start using social media and make it part of their work practice. 
This has meant offering logical arguments for abandoning e-mail communication and storage 
of work on a local computer file system, and instead to communicate and engage on social 
media platforms. But this can seldom be accomplished by contending that one should just 
starting using “it”. Arguments that are more convincing must be scripted. You need to create a 
genre repertoire or a set of communicative strategies that play on the cultural language that 
favors and brings out the affordances of the Internet culture, like stressing that networking and 
sharing of competences can have positive effects on one’s work. But this has to be balanced 
and comply with the rationality of the municipality’s governing policies.  

To show the ways the BG members created their definition of social media and the social media 
guidelines, the following data analysis examines the process in which they used personal 
reflection and retrospection on their actions and practices to achieve it. It shows how these were 
produced, reproduced and modified, as the members interacted with them over time in the 
organization where they work. This requires us to address the genre repertoire or 
communicative strategies of social media and the conditions that played a role in creating them. 
I show the different phases of a structuration process and look at what role the members’ 
reflection and situation they interacted in played in that regard. I establish a historical approach 
and examine themes and events that emerged during this period, which means to put focus on 
the BG’s history, covering the period from the fall of 2008 to the spring of 2012. For each year, 
I have attributed a theme, which I evaluated to reflect what was important to the members at 
that time. In 2008, they were discovering and containing the ambiguity of social media. In 2009, 
the members tested out social media services in the Echo Organization to harvest knowledge in 
use. A change is evident in 2010 when the BG becomes formalized as a competence group, as 
new words and expressions are incorporated in how social media is addressed. The theme for 
2011 is the members learning to develop strategies for how to use social media fitted for 
organizational practice, while in 2012 they used the same strategies to educate their colleagues. 
Spread over the whole time frame, the sum of these actions and activities reflects an extensive 
knowledge production process. This starts with having an uncertain knowledge of what social 
media “is”, and continues with gaining a clearer understanding, which has been adapted to the 
institutional logics of the Echo Organization.16  

Phase 1: 2008 – Discovery and containing ambiguity 

To get an understanding of how the BG started, we need to look at the organizing processes 
from the period when they got their first inspiration. This period is characterized by discovering 
and containing the ambiguity of social media and by relating their personal experiences to 
changes happening beyond the boundaries of the Echo Organization. From 2004 onwards, 
many Web 2.0 applications were introduced and had an unexpected popularity. In 2007, the 
early majority of Norwegian Facebook users registered. Twitter followed in the next few years. 
Norwegians started connecting, socializing, and communicating with new and old ties. Many 
Norwegians established an online presence, revealing their full name to an unknown and public 
audience. Norwegians started to question the meaning of their strong and weak ties and started 
with online engagement. This public adoption of technology rebounded on organizational life, 
as it was not uncommon for organizations to install filters blocking use of SNSs, as managers 
                                                 
16 The strategies I have used to code are outlined in sub-section 2.4 in Chapter 2. 
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discovered that employees socialized on Facebook during work hours. The BG members noted 
the novel trend:  

I-1:  We started to sense something was happening, a change, in relation to the 
Internet and what it was used for. New things and services came. Twitter came, 
Facebook came in 2007, I think it was. We thought “What is this?” and “Is this 
something we can use in our municipality?” Then we started to have a look 
around, in the market, or what to call it, of what exists and does not exist of what 
is now called Web 2.0 services. We didn’t know why we did it. We didn’t know 
what we were going to do with it. But we felt that there is something here, that 
we should have a look at it. Could this be useful for our municipality? And, could 
we use it for something? 

The fall of 2008 marks the unofficial creation of the BG. This period is portrayed as like any 
other normal workday in the Echo Organization’s IT Department, where the group was 
initiated. There, a small group of colleagues attended their usual business. They worked on 
strategy documents, attended meetings, and oversaw the municipal IT infrastructure. They 
replied to e-mails from workmates and filed documents on the local file system, “(U:)”, work 
practices performed in an open office landscape. Municipal coffee breaks are at 2.00 p.m. with 
the compulsory cakes on Fridays. Then something happens. There is a breach in the 
communication channels and the communicative practices they use and monitor. Many new 
network technologies surface. They start addressing them at lunch and at coffee breaks. They 
begin testing them secretly at work. They are motivated to find out what it “is”, as they find 
them to be equivocal. They are hard to define and they try to find out more about them, 
especially how they “work”. Of the current BG crew, only one experienced this period, the 
current head. He described the period as consisting of lack of clarity, of dissonance, and 
ambiguity, but also being driven by curiosity. This was reflected in an interview, for example. 
He looked up his first tweet on Twitter, which said – “what is this stuff?”  

Table 6.2 Key words from the fall of 2008. 

Period Key words 

Fall of 2008 

Other Betas 
Open Source 

Project Number 
Web 2.0 Services 
Naming of Group 

Formal Support from Head 
Network in the IT Department 
Project Echo Organization 2.0 

The Marketing People, the “MBAs” 

This initial phase is characterized by attempts to organize and manage the ambiguity of the new 
network technologies and their communicative practices. The members are convinced that this 
“novelty” is something the city municipality should pay attention to. They think it is important, 
but cannot come up with convincing and logical arguments to why the Echo organization should 
allocate resources to work with it. But they find a loophole. As the chief professional overseers 
of ICT, it is part of their permanent job description to be up-to-date on new technologies and 
trends that can have a potential impact on the Echo Organization’s future organizational 
development. These are often influenced by changes and introduction of new technologies. The 
city municipality needs to stay updated on potential changes and requires professional 
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knowledge. The three coworkers introduce a series of strategies to create legitimacy to work 
professionally with social media and start to build competencies. 

This involved getting organized and managing strategies in practice. The BG was no more than 
a loose informal network of colleagues in the IT Department with an interest in contemporary 
web culture, consisting of three colleagues: a male and two females. The two females would 
later leave the BG for new jobs. The group did not formally exist on paper and it had no official 
name. The future colleagues from the Communication Department had not yet been included 
in their organizing activities. The BG was an unknown construct.  

One of their first actions was to get formal approval from their superiors. The colleagues 
forwarded a request to their manager, the head of the IT Department. They asked if they could 
work with the “Web 2.0 phenomenon” and have it as part of their job description. The head 
gave a positive response, but they could only work with it within the IT Department. This was 
not enough. Other acts of formalization were required. The cofounders took advantage of a 
flexible and autonomous work methodology that organizations use to plan, organize, motivate, 
and control resources, procedures, and protocols to achieve specific goals and complete 
temporary endeavors – project management. To further their initiative, the BG used project 
management as a work practice to get organized as a competence group. The BG became a 
project, a temporary collaborative enterprise within the IT Department. They got a project 
number, which gave them legitimacy to work with this novel uncertainty. They started to hold 
regular work meetings once a week, planned future activities and continued researching. They 
registered on various Web 2.0 applications. They began working on the important strategy 
document, the mandate, a steering document that later would conceive BG’s official role. They 
contemplated how to overcome counterarguments, on why the Echo Organization should have 
social media on the agenda. They adopted the term “Web 2.0” into their new name and the BG 
became officially known as the “Echo Organization 2.0 Project”. 

The members organize and manage their strategies in other ways. They look for potential 
resources, searching internally in the Echo Organization. They make contact with peers, among 
others their coworkers in the Communication Department. They locate colleagues who work 
individually with social media and who have integrated it as part of their work practice. They 
find a historian working at the City Archive, for example, who has by himself created an 
impressive community of practice, consisting of users with an interest in the history of the city 
in which the Echo Organization is located. Each week many citizens interested in local history 
submit old pictures of the city to the historian. The historian has difficulties with authentication 
and background information on the many submitted pictures. To get help, he digitalizes and 
publishes them on Flickr. There, certain citizens volunteer to help to authenticate and find facts 
about the old pictures. Beyond the historian’s control, some citizens take the initiative to write 
Wikipedia articles, to create accurate stories around the historic pictures. There is an informal 
learning ecology resulting in research and online publication on the local history of the city they 
live in. Such persons are invaluable and are given a distinct identity, “ildsjel”, a Norwegian 
term for a local technology enthusiast.  

But municipal employees with passion for new technology and interest to integrate social media 
into work practice realize they are few in numbers. Getting acceptance for social media is 
difficult. The BG senses the presence of organizational boundaries. To work “internally and 
upward in the organization hierarchy” to create legitimacy for the BG’s work, proves to be 
challenging. The BG learns that the Echo Organization seldom allocates resources or adopts 
new technologies before it perceives that there is an organizational need for it. They sense that 
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the Echo Organization must first encounter and adopt the technology problem into its activities, 
before it invests in solving it, instead of being ahead.  

The BG members look beyond the external boundaries of the Echo Organization. They find 
other technology enthusiasts. There are others in similar organizations who work by themselves 
trying to convince their colleagues and managers that social media is important. They also find 
an uncharted professional network of web technology professionals. They differ in approaches 
and professionalism. Some are self-proclaimed semi-tech gurus, while others are credible social 
media pundits with academic merits. They find that other public organizations have created 
social media competence groups, who are far more experienced than themselves. There are 
other betas around, who are referred to as the “big boys”. They become a source of inspiration. 
The BG studies their work and tries to extract knowledge they can use in their own work. These 
initial enquiries give clearer focus on what were the BG’s principal sources of inspiration:  

I-1: It was a mixture between Web 2.0 and Open Source. I had worked a little earlier 
with that in the Echo Organization. 

The head of the BG stated that during the onset, the term 
“social media” rarely surfaced. In reality, the BG 
conceived that they did not “work with social media”, as 
they claimed to identify with the values of the Open 
Source Movement, an online community that dates back 
to the late 1970s or 80s, which is often referred to as 
“Open Source”. In short, the Open Source Initiative 
argues that all computer software should be available to 
everyone. Moreover, it prides itself on being altruistic, 
as users are expected to perform community work. In 
theory, users are granted rights to programs’ 
functionality and methods, which they are expected to 
improve without receiving any compensation. Nor can 
anyone prevent others from using or editing the “code”, 
which allows anyone to use and make changes to an 
open source code. Improvements are expected to be 

redistributed back to the user community, a practice that ensures transparency of the “code” 
and that the changes have a record of accomplishments. This openness prevents anyone from 
establishing ownership over software. This renders a communicative practice stressing the 
importance of collaboration and openness. The head of the BG referred to himself as a “Linux 
man” and identified with Open Source. Although he had a master’s thesis in communication 
studies on the Internet culture, he worked with computer programmers in an IT company who 
introduced him to Open Source and the operating system Linux, which is claimed to be the end-
result of the above community principles. The BG head had Linux on his private computer and 
used it when he performed with his music band.  

During the onset of the BG, the informants explained, engagement on social media had a 
distinct netiquette. Users engaged under false online identities. Online engagement had its own 
ambience, as users were friendly. But as new technologies gained popularity, the entry of new 
actors with different beliefs gave clearer conceptualization that the founders worked with Web 
2.0 and Open Source. Moreover, the term “social media” was introduced by someone else: 
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I-1:  And then there was a sort of change. We went from Web 2.0 to social media. 
Then people started talking about social media and marketing. Something 
happened. The marketing people, the MBAs, the consultants. 

The entry of the so-called “MBAs” marks a significant community breach. Social media is now 
given a marketing label and is introduced by professionals who adopt Web 2.0 services with 
other intentions. The newcomers use social media as a place to promote themselves and see it 
as a business enterprise. In short, they are driven by an economic imperative – to make money 
– and are not on social media to share knowledge for free, as was the case in the Open Source 
community. 

It is during this phase that the members get a clearer technological framing of work practice, a 
property giving perception on what types of communication models they are working with. The 
BG members see that coworkers organize their work practice around e-mail, phone calls, 
meetings and the localized computer file system, “(U:)”. This represents the closed and 
protected way of working, private, individual, and one-to-one based, happening within the 
realms of separate workgroups and departments, where coworkers only talk to each other and 
the people they know well. This work practice symbolizes working within the “IT silo”, a term 
used to show how communication in computer systems can uphold rigid barriers between 
departments in organizations. Web 2.0 and Open Source represent another approach to reduce 
internal barriers. Communicating and using blogs, wikis, SNSs, and tagging are characterized 
by a many-to-many communication practice, where multiple users contribute and receive 
information. The BG members believe this has benefits. Information retrieved from different 
websites, reflecting how one engages in online communities. The many-to-many 
communication model can suspend the artificial boundary between information, tools, and 
people, a factor that can bring down the IT silo and the internal boundaries between departments 
in the Echo Organization. Web 2.0 and Open Source can therefore enhance collaboration. To 
work and connect in online networks can increase the flow of internal communication. This 
means challenging the linear and institutionalized ways that organize work practices in the Echo 
Organization. The BG members imagine that Web 2.0 represents a way to potential new 
resources. The BG decides to set out to explore and harvest experiences on how aspects of the 
participatory culture of the Internet can work in an organizational context. 

Phase 2: 2009 – Testing of ties and Web 2.0 applications 

Table 6.3 Key words from 2009. 

Period Key words 

2009 

WordPress, Yammer, Elgg, Twitter, Laconica, Identica, The Wire, Origo, 
Wikispaces, SlideShare, Flickr, Plugins, Tagging, VirtualBox,  
Chrome OS, Facebook, “Hey wiki wiki, wiki you are alright”,  

“Facebook at work”, , “YouTube for presentation”, “Small-talking” , 
“Noise”, Security, Cloud, Licences, Open Source, Non-commercial, Sandbox 

A change can be observed in 2009. The BG members start to conceptualize and modify their 
understanding of social media, as they examine its ambiguity by practical and systematic 
testing. 2009 is the technical year of testing Web 2.0 applications. The BG works systemically 
across the external and internal boundaries of the Echo Organization. The BG announces their 
official online existence to the social media universe, as they now are the administrators of the 
Echo Organization’s official Twitter and Facebook accounts. They create an official blog, 
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which is published in March 2009. The blog tells the story of a great variety of completed 
activities. We can read about how they invite colleagues to blog about their work experiences 
and the challenges with meeting the Internet era. The blog generates interest, as colleagues 
within and beyond the Echo Organization respond to posts. The BG members share, network, 
and adopt or reject a myriad of Web 2.0 applications. More than 20 different social media 
services are mentioned on the blog in 2009. Some are analyzed and tested in great depth, while 
for others they only scratch the surface. The members start sharing their experiences, like 
posting their presentations from workshops, seminars, and conferences where they have been 
invited as guest speakers. They scrutinize what others do, accessing how their peers work in 
other municipalities and government agencies. The BG members consider whether they are “in 
front” or “behind” current developments. 

These activities mean engaging with the complexities of the contemporary Internet culture. 
Moreover, it is an exploration of how to adopt the participatory digital culture to an 
organizational context, which normally has been framed against society at large. This 
engagement powers a production and introduction of inadvertent or deliberate communicative 
practices, which is driven by a selection and creation process giving the genre repertoire a more 
concrete form. This is based on an ongoing interpretation of the situation that the BG members 
encounter, entailing that social media perhaps attains a more scripted form. This is epitomized 
by how the BG members start labeling the social media applications they test and evaluate. 
They give social media services new meanings and they attempt to sensemake how the new 
technology is compatible or non-compatible with the organization in which they work. This 
creates many sub-themes, but some stand out over others. 

Technical and practical assessment is the most important theme, which is proactive and 
motivated by personal curiosity. The BG members test out freemium web services offered by 
Internet companies and open source software. This means registering with different Web 2.0 
services and taking on an explorative role as early adopters. They devote much time to 
analyzing different SNSs, like Elgg, Twitter, Yammer, Laconica, Identica, the Wire, and Origo. 
Different SNSs have different features, which they assess and try to get their heads around. The 
members try to find out how they “work”. And from these initiatives, they establish which SNSs 
match the needs of the Echo Organization. Much of involves figuring out to what extent they 
should adopt the professional SNS Yammer over the open source Elgg, as the Echo 
Organization’s new internal SNS. The BG members have divided opinions. Yammer is not 
open source and will cost the Echo Organization, as Yammer makes its revenues from the 
licenses per user they charge clients. Moreover, evaluations from other organizations show that 
employees use Yammer more to chat one-to-one than participating in a community dialogue. 
The BG members classify Yammer as a crossover between Twitter and Facebook. But Yammer 
will later be adopted to become the Echo Organization’s internal SNS. Elgg, on the other hand, 
is considered to be open source and aligns with the BG’s values. But the BG members explore 
certain distinct social media features like tagging. They establish that tagging provides certain 
possibilities on sharing knowledge. The content management system WordPress receives 
rigorous treatment and is tested on their colleagues, the Echo Organization’s ICT supervisors. 
Wikispaces gets the same treatment, as it is tested and used among their coworkers, during a 
workshop in the IT Department. They establish that it can be applied for collaboration and to 
co-write documents. 

The flipside to testing is acquisition and reinventing of Internet terminology and cultural 
expressions. It is common that the social media universe is full of particular slang languages 
and cultural expressions, which can be impermeable to neophytes. This Internet terminology 
comes as the direct result of people’s use and interaction in online communities. This 
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terminology can represent a genre repertoire and is an instrument to create a sense of shared 
community feeling. There are seldom any standardized definitions of social media languages, 
due to constant changes in the social media universe and culture. It is not uncommon for new 
terms to emerge simply for the purpose of saving keystrokes, to write economically or from 
misspelling. This causes the creation of abbreviations, symbols, and acronyms, which combine 
keyboard symbols and language. New dialects of Internet slang like leet or Lolspeak developed 
into communicative practices in this way. The BG plays on this aspect, but adjusts this to be 
translated within moral and cultural boundaries acceptable to the Echo Organization’s goals 
and activities. The BG members use an informal language, which symbolically acts as a 
divergence from the formal vernacular commonly practiced in the Echo Organization. The 
BG’s communicative practices are direct and seldom appear as ambiguous on social media. 
They use emoticons and play on the comicality of the Internet culture. Another communicative 
strategy is the persistent reframing of social media. SlideShare is “YouTube for presentations” 
and Elgg is “Facebook at work”, for example. But the BG members demonstrate that they can 
play on the formal phonological apparatus of the post-modern bureaucracy. They author a series 
of manuals, a type of “official municipal textbook” aimed at their coworkers, which evaluate 
and explain how Web 2.0 services function.  

As an extension of this, the practical testing 
leads to a clearer perception of the ongoing 
negotiation of organizational boundaries 
between social media services and the Echo 
Organization. Many blog posts deal with this 
matter. Much of this contends with questioning 
how social media can be adopted and used by 
employees, without contradicting institutional 
guidelines in the Echo Organization. This is 

driven forward by asking a range of inductive questions, which are simple to ask but harder to 
answer. The BG members especially ask how the new participative technology can be adopted 
to the linearity of older technologies used in the Echo Organization. There are quality issues of 
particular SNSs that grab their attention. Certain SNSs, for example, can be used for internal 
communication, while others cannot. Facebook and Twitter are too transparent, as they would 
never fit the requirements of the Echo Organization’s standards for information safety and 
storage. Elgg and Yammer are congruent on that matter. Other questions center around how to 
get 13,000 employees to use social media and to feel belonging to a public organization called 
“kommune”,17 how to promote and enhance a better working environment among colleagues, 
how to reduce internal boundaries between departments, and how to present oneself in the 
online world.  

Creating a sandbox and the testing of Elgg 

The other side to testing and reviewing of technologies, however, brings up more serious and 
complex organizational questions on institutional adoption and implementation of social media 
into organizations. The BG reviewing social media on their blogs is one thing, but addressing 
the actual organizational challenges of having a live and vibrant online community is another. 
There is a lack of real “hands-on” and trustworthy experiences of what it really involves to have 
a sustainable SNS in an organization. They experience that coming across research and user 
experiences on the effects of using Enterprise 2.0 in organizations is lacking. The BG can read 

                                                 
17 Norwegian for "municipality", governing and administrative body of local government. 
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about successful case stories, recipes, and templates, telling the stories of how online 
communities emerge and unite users, but these appear to be camouflaged and motivated by 
appealing to the mystical wonders of technology, rather than addressing the real social 
challenges in getting users to change their work practices and adopt new technologies. There is 
too much sales and management literature offering simple solutions to complex organizational 
challenges. Moreover, there is a lack of empirical evidence on what “works” and what “doesn’t 
work”. The members find that serious research, which could tell them about the genuine 
implications of implementing such technologies in an organizational setting, is hard to come 
by. Academic research is seen to be behind. There is seldom any licensed manual or textbook 
telling them “how to do it in practice”. This experience constitutes a challenge. Consequently, 
the BG members take the initiative and improvise. They create their own practical social media 
test site and embark on the bold assignment of implementing and experimenting with the open 
source SNS Elgg in the Echo Organization by themselves. 

This initiative is an undertaking that will reshape the BG in a number of ways. The testing of 
Elgg will be used to communicate their competences (what they do); their understanding of the 
social media universe; what it involves to work and communicate many-to-many in an online 
community in an organizational context, etc. But the most crucial lesson is how the members 
will learn and get first-hand experience to frame their wider understanding of relation 
platforms. The testing of Elgg will influence the group’s identity too. The BG appropriates the 
industrial term “beta” into their group name and they start using that instead of the previous 
one, the “Echo Organization 2.0 Project”. The use of “beta” is not random, as it is an adaptation 
of beta testing. In the ICT industry, hardware and computer software go through testing 
regimes, called beta, a strategy used to check new technologies before they are introduced into 
the market. Beta follows after the alpha phase, the development stage of computer software. 
This testing has benefits. It gives an overview and one can acquire input on whether the 
technology meets the desired quality requirements. The BG reframes and adds another meaning 
to this phase, as the members realize that they are working with web technologies that are 
constantly under development. This makes social media different from computer software, 
being always in a constant state of development:  

I-1: That was the beta idea, try it out, get it out, it’s not finished. It doesn’t end in a final 
version. It will always change. That’s the idea. It’s a way from going to the computer 
store and picking it from a shelf, when I think about it. Buying it in a store, installing 
it, and using it. And then there’s that. And then there is an update in five years or 
something like that. A new version comes. The Google version of e-mail, g-mail, had 
hardly any features to send something with, when it first came. And then you get more 
and more features and adjustments, taking away things. They change it all the time. 
Gmail was in beta a long time. I think it was another beta who launched it, “forever in 
beta”. Things are never complete. Facebook changes all the time. 

Such reflections are crucial and bring insights, as it becomes clearer what distinguishes social 
media services from computer software. Furthermore, they learn what separates the business 
models of Internet companies from traditional IT companies, setting premises for conditions of 
use in organizations. IT companies have a rather different business model, as it is not 
uncommon for public administrations and companies to procure computer hardware and 
software in the form of licenses or buy the hardware themselves. Acquiring such ICT material 
demands strategic thinking, pre-planning processes, and coordination of complex 
implementation processes, because such procurements represent significant investments for any 
organization. The computer hardware and software are ready-made, require installation, login, 
and training of users, which also have to be tested and validated. Organizations have somehow 
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to be modeled after what is the available standardized computer hardware and software on the 
market, following an industrial production approach or model. Internet companies offering 
social media services are organized and offer products according to a different logic, following 
a free and freemium business model, but are also more prone to adjust to an industrial network 
logic or model. Social media services are presented as “free” and technical features are updated 
based on the interaction from users and assumed future needs and trends. And as users are 
directly connected to a cloud solution and interact with a user interface that changes quickly, 
this marks a difference and is perhaps the strength of the social media services offered by 
Internet companies. For any end-user and organization there are other premises setting 
conditions for use. If using this solution, participation is characterized by low threshold, only 
requiring personal registration and creation of a user profile. Users can build and organize 
personal online network and create content. But it requires that users are self-organized and you 
have to undertake a personal training regime, to learn the social media technology. For 
organizations, the potential large procurement of licenses can drop. You do not need to deal 
with subcontractors directly, as payment solutions are automated and the software does not 
need to be installed directly on your computer. The disadvantage, alternatively, is that you are 
now more dependent on having competent end-users, who can access and validate the qualities 
of the social media services.  

And this is what the BG members learned. The Echo Organization has established and formal 
procedures for procuring IT services from its subcontractors. As pointed out earlier, the Echo 
Organization’s technical and operational assignments are outsourced to IT subcontractors, 
which means that the organization becomes dependent on the products and competences they 
offer. In the beginning, the BG investigated whether their subcontractors were updated and had 
formal competence in social media like Twitter, Facebook, wiki, and blogs. But the BG 
discovered that very few of its IT subcontractors were in the social media market: 

I-1: We did that in the beginning. We went outside the standardized processes. We have 
IT subcontractors that operate all the software for us. We have outsourced that. But we 
found out that we had to do it by ourselves. The large IT suppliers in the market were 
not there at all. They sell large packages and big software programs. 

This surprise shapes the professional identity and practices of the BG in a new way. The BG 
has to take a new direction and embrace the leading organizing logics of the social media 
universe, recognizing that social media is largely user-driven. The members take on the role of 
super-users and start harvesting experiences from self-organized testing. They create their own 
test site within the ranks of the Echo Organization, which they call a sandbox or playground, 
which is later used to symbolize what the BG does in practice to acquire knowledge on social 
media. The terms refer to a testing environment where software developers isolate untested 
code and experiment with web applications. These are metaphors used about revision control 
where software developers check out a copy of a source code to find potential flaws. As the BG 
is projected to be performing this, it involves taking a proactive approach and becoming the 
department conducting revision control. By taking on that part, the BG members discover 
additional technical and organizational barriers. None of them are trained computer scientists, 
as they are analytical specialists on strategy and technology management and organizational 
matters. They realize that they lack the necessary technical skills to operate social media 
services. Moreover, there are few available technical experts around, who can instruct them on 
how the social media “works”. They can call or set up meetings with their IT subcontractors, 
but there are few “social media help desks” for them to call if they encounter malfunctions with 
social media. That is the cost of adopting social media into an organization. On the other hand, 
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the BG is compelled to become auto-didactic and gain knowledge by informal learning, to fill 
a knowledge gap in the Echo Organization.  

The actual technical organization and practical testing of Elgg in the Echo Organization, 
however, is a large logistical undertaking by the BG. Elgg is an open educational SNS, 
providing individuals and organizations with the components needed to create an online social 
environment. Elgg has many technical features the BG evaluates as relevant to meet the needs 
of the Echo Organization. Elgg includes features like blogging, microblogging, file sharing, and 
the possibility to create groups. The choice is somewhat random, although Elgg is open source. 
The BG’s head explained that there are many coincidences involved in why they chose Elgg. 
Coworkers read about and recommended it, so that it is difficult to pinpoint why one service is 
chosen over another. Elgg is regarded as a milestone, allowing the BG members to acquire first-
hand experience of an SNS in an organizational setting. The testing was divided into two 
phases, one that took place within the ranks of the IT Department, while the other included 
larger parts of the Echo Organization. This move involved expanding their activities beyond 
departmental borders, to include new members in the Communication Department and 
coworkers who shared an interest in use of the web culture, who were ildsjelene – technology 
enthusiasts. The first testing phase took place during the first half of 2009, and the second within 
the second half of the same year.  

 

 

During the first testing phase, the BG members compared Elgg with a familiar SNS, Facebook. 
Elgg was technologically reframed as “Facebook at work” or “our internal Facebook”, viewed 
as a means to enhance the flows of internal communication in the Echo Organization. The BG 
set up all the technical installations themselves. They acquired a web host and installed Elgg on 
it. There was a lot of technical work to get it to “work”, which was difficult due to the fact that 
none of them had technical training in computer science. This means that they had to learn Elgg 
from scratch. They struggled with getting Elgg technically configured at first. Afterwards, a 
small group of colleagues from the IT and Communication departments in addition to specific 

     Figure 6.3 Advertisement where the BG recruit users to test Elgg. 
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colleagues from other parts of the Echo Organization were invited to test Elgg. The test subjects 
evaluated Elgg’s features and many were concerned with finding out how it “works”. Elgg has 
many positive features. It allows users to create groups and personal user profiles where they 
can publish information on competence and interests. Elgg is viewed as compatible with the 
Echo Organization’s IT standards. It “looks good”, is transparent, can have many users, and 
can enable a vibrant online community. 

The second phase was ambitious, involving upscaling the testing of Elgg. The BG wanted to 
test it on a larger audience of test subjects, so they made an announcement and recruited a group 
of early adopters: 

I-1:  We made a story about it and published it on our intranet. We said that were testing an 
internal Social Network Site, a kind of “Facebook at work”. We asked if anyone was 
interested in getting involved and having their say. We stressed that the testing was in 
beta. We wanted 20 test subjects or so to start with it and got on with it. They were 
people from different parts of the organization. 

This upscaled testing generated different experiences than during the first test period. Although 
the test subjects evaluated Elgg’s user interface and functionalities positively and found it 
worked properly, bringing another part of the Echo Organization’s digital tribe into the BG’s 
sandbox proved to be a mixed experience:  

I-1:  We noticed very quickly that getting 20 different persons from the entire Echo 
Organization together was not the best move. Different people from different areas 
worked with different things, so it became very apparent that people from the City 
Archive were talking about things that were not relevant to those working at the 
Education Department. It would have been much smarter to bring together people to 
work jointly on a project or people working within in the same department, who had 
something in common. 

The BG acquired several “learning outcomes” from this test phase. They learned that the super-
users had different motivations in using Elgg. The members discovered that the test subjects 
were motivated and took interest in Elgg, because they had one thing in common, new 
technologies. Their participation was seldom motivated by the fact that Elgg could be used to 
exchange professional experience on an ongoing project or swap personal competence, for 
example, but by a shared passion for new technologies. The test-users bonded and bridged with 
ties over an interest in a new technology, rather than linking with a new tie for other professional 
reasons. This meant that the BG members understood that online engagement was not motivated 
by sharing a common ground for working in the same organization. Instead, the testing of Elgg 
against a heterophilic online environment brought the organizational boundaries of the Echo 
Organization to the forefront. These manifested around certain key words, introduced by the 
test subjects who did not share a passion for new technologies and who later dropped out. The 
“Elgg quitters” argued that Elgg was “not relevant” and represented a “distortion”. These key 
words had great learning value, as they gave a clearer measurement on how to activate and 
include reluctant non-users to become active users of social media. Arguments for non-
participation can be manipulated and turned around. Why not argue that new users have to find 
what is relevant to them, implying that “rejection arguments” created by SNS quitters can be 
turned around to something positive.  
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The testing of Elgg was therefore not in vain. Passion for new technologies was not the most 
important finding, but the meaning and value of social relations or ties embedded in network 
technologies was. The ambiguous nature of social media became clearer, as it could be used as 
an instrument to deal with organizational challenges and reduce departmental boundaries. The 
BG members now realized that SNS could be applied as a tool to get coworkers with dissimilar 
professional backgrounds to congregate and connect with each other, for example. To work on 
that level required a different approach. The BG had to become organizational advocates to 
make the case that there are distinct benefits in strong or weak ties, performing connecting 
strategies, and having an active social network, which are advantageous foremost to those who 
participate and organize themselves in them. Social networks can have particular affordances, 
which non-users seldom think of at first, such as giving access to a pool of resources. Non-users 
do not connect social media as a type of positive resource, implying that the BG members had 
to labor logical and rational arguments that stressed the positive value of bonding with 
colleagues, either informally or formally. The BG had to adjust their genre repertoire from the 
technological in favor of cultural metaphors, arguing that social media is a venue that can 
facilitate the building and expanding of social networks to uncover informal sides and resources 
in a public organization. Moreover, these can be attained by embracing and engaging in the 
participatory digital culture of the Internet.  

Phase 3: 2010 – Dealing with formalization 

Table 6.4 Key words in 2010. 

Period Key words 

2010 
Google Wave, Todo Wikia, Yahoo Pipes, Simple Pie, Yammer, Netvibes, 
Google Reader, Google Desktop, RSS Feed, Goal thinking, Target Group, 

Representation online, Guidelines Mandate, Guidelines Permanent Group, 
“Us” and “Them”, The organizing of work with social media 

The year 2010 marks a change of direction. The BG members now use personal reflection and 
retrospection on their actions and practices to conceptualize social media in a different way. 
They produce and modify their understanding, as the members start to examine this against a 
formidable internal adversary, the dominating and institutional scripts, logics, and practices of 
the Echo Organization; 2010 marks the formalization phase in the BG’s history. This means 
engaging directly with the organizational logics and formalities of the apparatuses of a post-
modern bureaucracy. The Echo Organization has many ways to express its formalities, foremost 
by being a third legal person with the same rights and responsibilities as a physical person, but 
also by enacting and staging a wide range of rituals, symbols, and use of a legal and impersonal 
language rendering the rationalities and governing logics of how contemporary public 
organizations are organized and managed. The BG’s negotiative engagement with this formal 
apparatus is reflected in two activities the BG members undertake: the authoring of the Echo 
Organization’s official guidelines for use of social media and the “mandate”, the strategy 
document that establishes the BG as a permanent social media competence group.  

Nevertheless, the BG continues working with some of the same themes as in the previous year. 
The BG members still engage in a variety of activities. They still explore and evaluate the great 
range of social media applications on the Internet market. On the BG’s blog, we read about 
Google Wave, Todo Wiki, Yahoo Pipes, Simple Pie, Yammer, Netvibes, Google Reader, 
Google Desktop, RSS Feed, implying that the BG members are interested in the range of web 
services offered by Google. But some social media applications are assessed more thoroughly 
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than others. 2010 is the year of the blogosphere and the freemium SNS Yammer. During spring, 
the BG members make a head count of how many elected politicians in the Echo Organization 
have a professional blog. They conclude that many elected politicians are active bloggers. The 
BG members install official blogs for the city municipality’s Executive Directors and urge them 
to participate in the blogosphere. The BG experiments with Yammer, which the members 
affiliated to the Communication Department test on their colleagues in the department. The use 
of terminology changes; the post-modern bureaucracy’s formal language embeds into the 
informal Internet slang that has been the BG’s trademark so far. Blog posts contain words and 
expressions like “guidelines”, “target groups”, “success stories”, “strategy”, “citizens” etc.  

The city municipality’s internal organizational boundaries are utterly sensed, which establish 
themselves in the wake of the activities the BG members carry out. The BG members start 
travelling around in the city municipality, visiting departments and units who have invited them. 
They explain to their colleagues what they do and how to use social media. The BG is now a 
valued resource and they publish their presentations on SlideShare. The testing of Yammer, on 
the other hand, is perhaps a case illustrating the challenges in creating internal transparency in 
a public administration where departmental autonomy is assumed to be heavily guarded. 
Yammer soon emerges to become the Echo Organization’s internal SNS, but the BG registers 
experiences as seen in the Elgg case. Colleagues ask many critical questions, which are very 
hard to answer. What content should be shared? What is spam? Why should one share? And 
how do you filter out “relevant” from “non-relevant” information? The main challenge is to 
overcome the firm skepticism from coworkers on why it is important to engage on social media. 
Coworkers are assumed to be afraid to “make errors” on social media, which can backfire on 
them. Engagement in social media is therefore associated with risk. To counter that, the BG 
members find out, many colleagues exercise self-censorship and only participate in closed 
digital spaces where trust can be exercised. On Yammer, for example, the BG members observe 
that coworkers create closed online groups where they only communicate with colleagues from 
their own department. 

Authoring the municipality’s guidelines for use of social media 

An essential part of the communicative practices constituting the genre repertoire is the Echo 
Organization’s official guidelines for use of social media for employees. Guidelines are 
common in organizations and are statements aimed at determining a course of action. 
Guidelines are intended to streamline particular processes to set standards for how routines or 
practices can be carried out, but they are seldom mandatory, binding, and enforced. Guidelines 
are issued to make the actions of an organization’s employees predictable. The Echo 
Organization’s guideline for use of social media follows the same path. The guidelines are not 
rules, but suggested strategies or instructions for how employees can interact and present 
themselves on social media, a type of “common-sense web etiquette” on how to be individually 
mindful and responsible when representing a public administration. They explain how the city 
municipality’s employees can avoid risks and deal with unpleasant situations. They are 
strategies on how to engage in a public sphere, but also reflect how a post-modern organization 
or bureaucracy attempts to streamline and approve the use of social media, reflecting that such 
organizations have the symbolic capacity to follow trends and adopt them into their apparatus. 
But there is a background to all of this. Official guidelines seldom emerge from a vacuum, but 
are embedded and spring out of an internal and external context in which an organization 
interacts or is an embedded part of. As a written piece of text, they have to be authored by an 
organization’s member, a task that was carried out by the BG.  
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For the BG members, this constituted a contradiction. For more than a year, they had engaged 
on Facebook, and Twitter, and blogged about their work, without having any official guidelines 
to direct them. And there was a good reason for that; the Echo Organization did not have any 
on record at that time. The BG members had engaged with and represented the city municipal 
internally and externally, but had never breached any formal rules putting the Echo 
Organization in any potentially problematic situation. But as guidelines did not exist on paper, 
they were required to be labored into existence, which involved organizing a work process 
headed by the BG members. This started in spring and ended in the fall of 2010: 

I-1: We were two from the Beta Group and an advisor from the Communication 
Department. The latter person was a contrast to me, an older lady, not so very 
interested in social media. We had a nice little group going. And we started to 
look into it. We went online and checked out how other organizations had 
worked, what kind of guidelines they had. And we started sewing it together. 
And we looked at how this could be fitted into the Echo Organization. Our 
guidelines proved to be very similar to others.  

R:  Are there any differences? 
I-1:  There are many similarities. You can see that it if you compare them, even 

between corporations and municipalities. Many state the message, “be conscious 
of your role”, “consider if you as an employee should have contact with clients 
and single individuals”. They address issues around creating individual 
awareness on which and what organization you work for. Many guidelines try to 
have a “think twice” message embedded into them. 

The BG looked to various organizations for inspiration like municipalities, state-owned 
companies, and corporations, illustrating how actors in organizations look to their equals in 
other organizations, reflecting a process on how ideas are tacitly imported and appropriated into 
organizations. The BG went to the corporate sphere and found inspiration from a mobile phone 
operator, which was seen to have created suitable guidelines. The authoring of the guidelines 
was part of a work process. The BG members presented various drafts to managers from 
different departments in the Echo Organization who gave feedback, but also used the same logic 
to an external audience. The BG published various drafts of the guidelines on their blog and 
wanted feedback from peers, implying several adjustments to what became the final version. 
The first versions were published on the BG’s blog in May, while the second and revised 
versions were posted in November 2010.  

The first draft of the guidelines generated a discussion thread with more than 20 comments on 
the BG’s blog. The BG’s peers suggested the need to clarify the drafted guidelines, but also 
gave pointers about other organizations working on the same matter. The guidelines themselves 
give practical advice to municipal employees on how to administer and interact on social media 
platforms. The guidelines communicate the same overall message, but the BG created two 
overlapping sets. These are framed according to what extent a municipal employee represents 
and acts as the formal professional identity and voice of the Echo Organization on a social 
media platform. One set of guidelines instructs clearly how a municipal employee should 
administer and perform on a social media account that officially represents the city 
municipality. A separate set of guidelines instructs how an employee should interact and present 
him- or herself on social media in general. This means that there is a defined difference in 
individualized and separate role performance and streamlining of responsibilities between 
representing the Echo Organization as a whole and as an individual employee, when 
participating on social media applications as a city municipal employee.  
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The first draft of the former set guidelines, which instructed how an employee should administer 
and perform on a social media account that officially represented the city municipality, stated 
that an employee should:  

1. Be present. Participate in debates. Remember that you represent the municipality.  
2. Always reply to factual errors or questions on municipal services and facilities.  
3. Answer positive comments, say thanks :-).  
4. It is not necessary to answer neutral comments, but it is ok to do so.  
5. Try to respond to negative comments.  
6. Adapt answers based on the sender’s position, form and content. Professional? Humorous? 

Formal? 
7. On the general questions, answer as Echo Organization, without name / title.  
8. When answering professional questions, use your full name and title (e.g. unit leader and 

unit).  
9. If a question requires processing / archiving, the submitter must be notified that it has sent 

to be a formal request.  
10. Political inquiries have to be answered on a political level. 

The first draft of the second set of guidelines, which described how an employee should interact 
and present himself or herself on social media in general, stated that an employee should:  

1. Be active in professional discussions. In the Echo Organization, we are Open, Competent 
and Courageous.  

2. Interact in the same way, as you would otherwise have done. Use common sense.  
3. Be aware of your role as an employee of the Echo Organization.  
4. Consider whether you should have contact with students / users / dependents in social media 

like Facebook or MSN. If so, think about how you act.  
5. Employees have freedom of speech, but confidentiality also applies to social media.  
6. Be open about how you work.  
7. Be clear that you express yourself as an individual and not on behalf of the Echo 

Organization. 
8. Enquiries aimed directly at the Echo Organization are answered by administrators of the 

accounts themselves.  
9. Remember that the Internet is permanent; it can be difficult to erase what you have said.  
10. If in doubt, send an email to: echo@organization.com 

We can make further interpretations of the guidelines. The first draft of the guidelines reflects 
a value system, which is common in many contemporary organizations. We learn that when a 
municipal employee interacts in the social media universe, he or she is a public envoy of that 
particular value system. This has to be safeguarded in the public sphere. The Echo Organization 
has rights, duties, and responsibilities towards its citizens, which are streamlined and recalled 
in how an employee should interact on social media. Administering and performing on a social 
media platform appropriated to represent the Echo Organization suggests different and clear 
courses of action. This difference is notable as administering official municipal accounts has to 
be managed more directly, which deals with following a distinct procedure of normative actions 
of “dos and don’ts” that can be used to cope with online traffic. Managing official social media 
accounts therefore involves a distinct role performance, which appears to be approached in the 
same manner as a public organization approaches requests from the constituency it serves – it 
should be processed by a formal tone and applying its apparatus. The guidelines contain several 
direct communicative strategies on how to respond to inquirers and interact with an online 
community by being always present. We find communicative strategies for how to deal with 
the challenging sides of contemporary web culture, like approaching Internet trolls and humor. 
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Employees are advised to reply to official requests and do so by answering factually and by 
being positive. We see also that you are suggested to answer with the name of the municipality, 
not by personal signature of the employee. The guidelines are a reminder that official municipal 
accounts are politically neutral and not a site for expressing private political opinions of a 
municipal employee. 

The set of guidelines that instructs how an employee should interact and present him- or herself 
on social media in general has as different focus. These are not thematically concentrated on 
how to directly manage and organize online traffic on an official social platform representing 
the Echo Organization, but more an encouragement to employees to remember in the 
management of their professional online identity that they are acting on behalf of a public 
organization. The streamlining of the potential course of online action is therefore different. In 
a sense, they render hints on governing the presence of your professional online Self. The 
guidelines suggest a range of communicative strategies on how an employee should organize, 
manage, and present his or her online professional identity. This involves an encouragement to 
embrace the Internet’s participatory culture, but is also a reminder that employees have a 
defined responsibility on knowing the boundaries and limitation of their actions. The guidelines 
encourage employees to use social media and remind them of the Echo Organization’s values 
and culture, to be aware of whom one establish relationships with, that one’s viewpoints are not 
that of the organization but one’s own, and that there are risks to interacting and sharing on 
social media.  

In a blog post published in November 2010, the guidelines were modified. The two sets of 
guidelines are still there, but the second draft of the first guidelines, which instruct how an 
employee should administer and perform on a social media account that officially represented 
the city municipality, was changed to:  

1. Be present. Participate in debates. Remember to always represent the municipality. 
 Department managers are responsible for the operation of official unit accounts 

and the Communication Department is to be notified on what accounts are created. 
 Answer questions and comments. 
 Say thanks for compliments. 
 Reply also on neutral comments (which are addressed to the municipality). 
 Always reply to negative comments, but consider how long you want the dialogue 

to go. 
2. Always point out the factual. 
3. Overall requests, you sign with your name (first name only). 
4. Adapt the content of the response according to the inquiry’s form and content. 

Professional? Humorous? Formal? Be careful with irony and sarcasm. 
5. Questions requiring formal processing, the submitter must be noted that it has been sent a 

formal request. 
6. Be aware of the distinction between administrative and political levels 

 Refer only to the Municipal Director on cases.  
 Do not give your own assessment of matters of political consideration. 

7. During emergency situations when the Municipal Director has its crisis team, all 
communication goes through the Communication Department.  

The second draft of the second set of guidelines, which described how an employee should 
interact and present him- or herself on social media in general, stated that an employee should:  
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1. Be aware of your role as employee in the Echo Organization.  
2. Be active in professional discussions, be open about where you work and when it is relevant.  
3. Consider carefully whether you as a private individual should have contact with students / 

users / dependents or subcontractors on social media. Even if you initially think it’s okay to 
distinguish between the roles, this can over time lead to situations that can be experienced 
as problematic for both parties.  

4. Employees have freedom of speech, but confidentiality applies to social media.  
5. Assure yourself that you do not express yourself on behalf of the Echo Organization, if it 

questions your role.  
6. Enquiries aimed directly at the Echo Organization are answered by the administrators of 

the accounts.  
7. Remember that the Internet is permanent, it can be difficult to erase what you have said. 

In the second draft of the guidelines, we find small variations, when compared with points 
outlined in the first sets published in May. The most significant modification includes new 
details about what types of actions and instructions employees should perform, when 
administering and organizing social media accounts representing the Echo Organization. This 
is visible as the BG has added small details about the Echo Organization’s official organization 
chart and management structure, which means that the city municipality’s formalities and the 
language of the post-modern bureaucracy are now more embedded in the social media 
guidelines. The managing of an official account is now a defined organizational responsibility, 
allocated to middle managers of the department to which an account relates. Moreover, the 
guidelines contain a requirement that creation of any new official social media account has to 
be reported to the Communication Department. We can discern that the same principle applies 
when administrators of official social media accounts representing the Echo Organization get 
requests on political and administrative matters from their citizens. Any citizen request 
evaluated as political has to be referred to and processed by the Echo Organization’s Municipal 
Director. We can note that the BG has attached a particular detail on actions when there is a 
crisis or emergency situation. In such cases, all official social media accounts are to be closed 
down and all outgoing and incoming external communications are to be delegated to the 
Communication Department. We can detect that the second set of guidelines, which concerns 
how an employee in general should interact and present him or herself on social media, have 
omitted certain small details. The BG has deleted details about references to distinct social 
media platforms. Facebook and MSN are not mentioned, for example, which also applies to the 
abandoning of the Echo Organization’s corporate values.  

Taken all together, we can make a simple comparison between the first and second drafts and 
the final revised version published in January 2013, which the BG called the “Postulates of 
social media”. This is illustrated in Table 6.5. This shows a development in how the BG has 
simplified the guidelines. The BG’s “Postulates of social media” has a focus on emphasizing 
important key words, which are concentrated around six themes. Instead of having a clear focus 
on communicating the formal face of the Echo Organization’s apparatus, the BG aimed at 
casting light on the performance of communicative strategies fitted to engage with the Internet’s 
participatory culture, moreover, to have distinct “driving rules” that motivate employees to 
engage with peers rather than reporting their recent activities to a middle-manager. This means 
paying attention to specific details, like what digital content you should share; how you should 
consider your postings to be relevant; that creating trust is essential to the social media universe; 
that you should give careful thought to how to present yourself in the digital world; that safety 
and risk in the Web 2.0 domain is about “not doing anything silly”; and that the easiest way to 
succeed on social media is to act as a “normal” individual.  
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Table 6.5 Modifications of guidelines to postulates of social media. 

Modification of guidelines to postulates for interacting on social media 

Draft Guidelines May 2010 Draft Guidelines November 2010 Postulates of 2013 

 Be active in professional discussions. 
In the Echo Organization, we are 
Open, Competent and Courageous. 

 Be open about how you work. 
 Enquiries aimed directly at the Echo 

Organization are answered by 
administrators at the different 
accounts 

 Be active in professional discussions, be open 
about where you work and when it is relevant 

 Ensure that you do not express yourself on 
behalf of the Echo Organization, if it is 
questions on your role 

 Enquiries aimed directly at the Echo 
Organization are answered by administrators of 
the different accounts 

What should you share? 
Share with others, what you would 
like others to share with you 

 Be open about how you work. 
 

 Be active in professional discussions, be open 
about where you work and when it is relevant 
 

How to be relevant? - Listen to and 
learn from those you want to be 
relevant for 

 Be aware of your role as an 
employee of the Echo Organization 

 Consider whether you should have 
contact with students / users / 
dependents in social media like 
Facebook or MSN. If so, think about 
how you act. 

 Be clear that you express yourself as 
an individual and not on behalf of 
the Echo Organization. 

 Remember that the Internet is 
permanent, it can be difficult to 
erase what you have said 

 Be aware of your role as an employee in the 
Echo Organization 

 Consider carefully whether you as a private 
individual should have contact with students / 
users / dependents or subcontractors on social 
media. Even if you initially think it’s okay to 
distinguish between the roles, this can over 
time lead to situations that can be experienced 
problematic for both parties 

 Refine that you do not utter yourself on behalf 
of the Echo Organization, if it is questions on 
your role 

 Remember that the Internet is permanent, it 
can be difficult to erase what you have said 

Who should you present yourself on 
social media? – Be yourself. Act 
normal 

 Interact in the same way as you 
would otherwise have done. Use 
common sense. 

 Consider whether you should have 
contact with students / users / 
dependents in social media like 
Facebook or MSN. If so, think about 
how you act. 

 Be clear that you express yourself as 
an individual and not on behalf of 
the Echo Organization. 

 Enquiries aimed directly at Echo 
Organization are answered by 
administrators at the different 
accounts 

 Remember that the Internet is 
permanent, it can be difficult to 
erase what you have said 

 Consider carefully whether you as a private 
individual should have contact with students / 
users / dependents or subcontractors on social 
media. Even if you initially think it’s okay to 
distinguish between the roles, this can over 
time lead to situations that can be experienced 
problematic for both parties 

 Remember that the Internet is permanent, it 
can be difficult to erase what you have said 

 

What about safety? – Do not be 
anything silly. Think twice 

The mandate – becoming a permanent group 

The BG members engage more directly with a different side of the organizational logics and 
formalities of the Echo Organization’s apparatuses. In November, the “mandate” is approved 
by their managers, which the BG has been working on for roughly a year. In practice, the 
mandate is no more than a piece of writing, but it is of great strategic importance – it turns the 
BG into a permanent social media competence group within the ranks of the Echo Organization. 
The BG ceases to exist as a temporary construct, which has faced the danger of being closed-
down at any time. The BG is no longer a project, but a permanent organizational construct. The 
acceptance of the mandate marks a year’s formal existence and represents a major 
breakthrough. 

The mandate has consequences in several ways. The BG members experience that the internal 
and external governing logics and formalities of the apparatuses of the post-modern 
bureaucracy are directly imprinted on their work practices, their organizing, and what the BG’s 
objective is really about. The Echo Organization has certain standardized ways of running 
things or institutional practices that influence them. On paper, the BG changes from a loose 
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informal network to become a formalized unit, which gives it more rights and access to 
resources, but this comes with obligations and demands set by forces beyond their control. The 
BG is organized as a group and becomes an institutional arrangement within a larger 
institutional arrangement. The BG officially consists of coworkers from two separate 
departments, the Communication and IT Departments. It now also gets an appointed group 
leader or head who has a defined formal role with distinct responsibilities. The group leader is 
responsible for the professional and technical management and supervision of their work, which 
is supposed to be in accordance with defined goals and plans. The group leader is formally 
responsible for ensuring “effective utilization of resources, coordinate tasks between 
workgroups, assess progress and report results, perform administrative duties like making calls 
for meetings, and write minutes to coworkers and municipal directors”.  

The Echo Organization has a variety of strategies for imprinting its governing logics of formal 
organizing on the new competence group. This is notable as the Echo Organization can produce 
organizational structures and apparatuses around the BG itself. A steering committee for the 
BG is appointed, consisting of the Municipal Director of Organization, the Communication 
Manager, the IT Director, and an advisor consultant for IT and strategy from the office of the 
General Director of the Municipality. They turn into the BG’s “owner” or patrons, which in 
practice is to embed the Echo Organization’s management structure into the BG. The steering 
committee is now the internal authority requiring reports and updates, but it equally has defined 
responsibilities, like setting goals, creating plans, carrying out overall priorities, holding regular 
meetings, and ensuring that milestones are completed and that results are fulfilled and delivered. 
The steering committee is responsible for determining any organizational changes in the 
group’s lineup. There is additional imprinting of organizational structures. A reference group 
is created, which consists of employees from several departments; especially those evaluated 
to be early adopters or “ildsjeler”, the technology enthusiasts, are to be included in it. This 
means bringing the BG’s colleagues into closer proximity. As part of this process, the BG is 
assigned formal directives, which are divided to be performed across the Echo Organization’s 
internal and external boundaries. The BG has the task of enhancing and developing the city 
municipality’s ways of communicating with its citizens and local businesses by use of social 
media. We also find an intention that the BG is to work at identifying ways to improve internal 
communications and collaboration in the Echo Organization.  

In reality, the mandate has other strategic implications that push social media to the top of the 
Echo Organization’s operational agenda, making it equal to any other ongoing municipal 
priority. Outwardly, the Echo Organization is projected to be at the forefront on adopting new 
technologies, a role ascribed to the BG to sustain practically and strategically. To display that 
feature, social media becomes an embedded part of the Echo Organization’s cultural and 
organizational identity and is aligned with the city municipality’s value system. This means 
ascribing social media values like communication, interaction, sharing and transparency, 
which are viewed to be similar to the city municipality’s organizational values; open, 
courageous and competent. The justification for setting social media high up in the organization 
hierarchy, nonetheless, is that this technology is assumed to dominate the everyday life of the 
citizens and businesses that the public administration serves. And logically, when the citizens 
and other organizations are there, the Echo Organization needs to be in that private and public 
realm and adapt to them. But there is more. The BG’s mandate is included with one of the city 
municipality’s overall strategies, professional interaction. Professional interaction is assumed 
to be an important theme that will dominate the governing of the future of public 
administrations. Social media is a technology that can fulfill that goal, as it can enable 
collaboration and competence building. 



209 
 

But the flipside to the above is how the Echo Organization imprints new formal meanings and 
responsibilities, which express themselves more clearly in the mandate’s secondary goals. 
These give clearer indication on the role of the BG and future directions on how it is to perform 
its work. These are also “pushed down” on to the BG, which must accommodate them. This 
means that the BG has to approach social media from a different angle, which has to be in 
accordance with the governing production logics and formalities of the current post-modern 
bureaucracy. For example, the BG must define target groups in the municipality; they should 
be able to document the potential effects of the new communication and collaboration 
technology; they must identify potential benefits and challenges of using social media. To fulfill 
this demands a specific role performance. The BG members are to provide recommendations 
on how to introduce new communication technologies, but also find out how the Echo 
Organization can best continue to work in this area. The BG is to act as an asset, which knows 
and can advise managers and employees on how best to respond to uses of social media. The 
BG is to use its expertise and knowledge to find out what is the “new” in new technologies and 
what opportunities they can enable. This is to be displayed in and written in requirements, 
which can enable the Echo Organization to know how to contend with future organizational 
changes. The BG is also given the possibility to initiate and coordinate projects, but with that 
come certain restrictions. The new competence group is not to be responsible for introducing 
new social media services. Instead, the BG’s role is to be a type of a “coaching unit” where 
coworkers can send requests when they need help. This means that the BG is to be a melting 
pot, which explores the conditions taking place at the intersection between ICT, 
communication, and organizational matters.  

Beneath the pretense of the mandate and a strategic organizational management discourse, 
prowls a different reality, creating a duality on what it means to work with social media in an 
organizational setting. The BG members now meet the invisible and active internal and external 
organizational boundaries in the Echo Organization. There are setback to the formalization 
process, as distinct pros and cons emerge. These express themselves across several lines, 
meaning that behind the recognition of the BG, there are contradicting views, reflecting a social 
epistemological battleground over what the intention behind BG should “be” and what and how 
they should work with social media in an organizational setting:  

I-1:  The mandate is an apologia for that we should be allowed to do stuff.  

The process leading to the authoring of the mandate brings out various internal actors and 
priorities in the Echo Organization, which not necessarily share the same views on social media 
as the BG members themselves. They might have another agenda and are not always easily 
persuaded. Although the document itself consists of no more than 10 pages, from the 
perspective of the current head of the BG, for example, the process of authoring was an uphill 
struggle. And much of this deals with framing and defending the substance of the BG’s core 
activity, professional identity, and range of operations within the Echo Organization. This has 
taken several turns and been influenced and negotiated in relation to which internal actor the 
BG members have interacted with in the Echo Organization, involving several reframings of 
what was supposed to be their core activity:  

I-1: We were supposed to work with recommendations of tools that could be used 
for internal communication and collaboration. That became our mandate. We 
should talk about social media. That was our work, a competence group for 
social media. We went from a project to a group. That’s important in the Echo 
Organization. Projects run from day to day, while a group hasn’t a defined time 
frame. We also said that we didn’t know how long the Web 2.0 thing was going 
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to last and how long we’re going to work with it. We therefore shouldn’t be a 
project…We were also asked to downplay the testing of Web 2.0, because they 
didn’t understand why it was important. We were advised not to put much 
emphasis on the testing aspect, when we wrote the mandate. 

Recurring engagement with internal actors, for example, has involved questioning technology 
framing over type of technology and how to work with communication in practice. The process 
of authoring the mandate entailed that the initial concepts of “Web 2.0” and its relation to the 
“Open Source Movement”, moreover, that the notion of “testing of Web 2.0” to harvest 
experiences from their “sandbox”, demanded downplaying and be replaced by other 
organizational terminologies. Emphasis on experimentation and testing led to ascribing the 
attribute that the BG was too “tool” or “technology” orientated, involving the allegation that 
they were more interested in the new information technology itself than the communicative 
practices social media enables. This has been a misconception the BG members attempted to 
correct, as communication has continuously been an embedded part of their initial work. The 
BG’s main challenge has been the perceived absence of resources that could give them clues to 
the communicative practices facilitated by social media. Confronted with that challenge, they 
had to take the initiative themselves and learn the communicative practices from self-testing, 
which led to them working with exploring the meaning of “social networks” in an 
organizational setting by testing Elgg. This has been a different approach to learn new 
communicative paradigm of the social media universe.  

Recurring engagement with internal actors had other consequences that recoil back on the BG 
members. They met other internal barriers that are hard to overcome, where one deals with 
negotiation and imprinting of dominating organizational and institutional priorities. As the 
Echo Organization has “professional interaction” as a top priority, for example, this means also 
that the BG must find ways to link social media to improve collaboration and internal 
communication in the organization they work for. This has again a consequence on rewriting 
of what is to be their core activity, moreover, it creates a self-perception on the need to 
downplay their professional identity, so that being and working in a “beta modus” could 
diminish. This facet surfaces especially when they start “trespassing” on the domains and 
boundaries of other departments with similar areas of responsibility, which the BG potentially 
challenges and with engagement with the powerful internal management structure:  

I-1:  Earlier it was about social media, open software, etc., but when we came out of 
the IT Department’s office spot and met people from the Communication 
Department, which had a different focus, and the Municipal Directors, who also 
had a very different focus, which was on the citizens, this led to ideas about 
“How can the Echo Organization use Facebook and Twitter to reach out to its 
citizens?” or to “create better services for them”. 

Engagement with the Echo Organization’s management structure is demanding. One deals with 
gaining access to and the attention of managers. They are busy and imbued with a meeting 
culture regime. Moreover, there is turnover of managers and they have different levels of 
enthusiasm about social media, a facet seen as an internal barrier. Others deal with overcoming 
the skepticism towards social media. This means that initiatives the BG believes are important 
require organizational lobbying. The challenge has been to create good answers to “why” social 
media is “important”. Overcoming that involved many meetings with middle and top managers 
from the management structure during the authoring of the mandate. This work is challenging 
as you need to be a good sales-pitcher and argue in convincing ways. This implies learning the 
tribal language of the top managers and dealing with the potential goals managers might set for 
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them. But managers can behave dually in that regard. On the one hand, they are positive and 
support their employees, but on the other hand, they set expectations on deliverables, if 
resources are to be allocated. Managers have an agenda and work under priorities and interests 
fronted by other actors in the Echo Organization. One of the difficult demands the BG has 
experienced, in this regard, is accommodating the success they have become themselves; they 
need to create “success stories” and services that benefit the municipality’s citizens. But when 
the BG is an internal actor that supports municipal departments that work more externally, it 
meets an impasse. 

The drafting of the mandate leads to issues of demarcation between departments, reflecting 
another internal barrier. The BG’s interest in social media entails working with communication. 
And the Echo Organization has a department working with that already. Although the BG 
started out in the IT Department, coworkers from the Communication Department also 
conducted semi-testing and engaged with Web 2.0 applications. Here, the beliefs about social 
media are somewhat different, reflected in greater professional skepticism:  

I-3: In the BG, they have been more technical, more open to the medium, while in 
the Communication Department there has been more focus on journalistic 
aspects, because there are many journalists working here. They are for example 
used to comments on the web pages to newspapers, which they see as rubbish. 
The equivalent to that are comments on Facebook, which is a slightly different 
way of looking at it. The comments fields on the web pages to newspapers are 
just for people who just say things to say things. They see Facebook as equal to 
that, as it is open to all, where people can come with their spam, in a way. It has 
not always been like that. Facebook has not been the same kind of rubbish bin 
as they have been in the comment fields on a newspaper site. Some of the 
journalists would disregard it and see it as not a serious medium.  

Beyond the organizational boundaries of the city municipality, work turns out differently. The 
BG receives recognition and credit from peers. Their blog and work is benchmarked as an actor 
who has set social media on the top of a public organization’s agenda. The Echo Organization 
is nationally referred to as the “Web 2.0 Municipality”, the best in its league on adopting social 
media and building competences. If laggard municipalities are to learn from somebody, then 
they are urged to look to the BG in the Echo Organization and learn from them.  

Phase 4: 2011 – Creating strategies for use of social media 

There are consequences of the formalization process. As the BG members lose their image of 
being an expert group that tests social media in their “sandbox”, they compensate by having 
greater focus on the communicative strategies of using social media in an organizational setting. 
2011 is the year for strategy work, which entails approaching social media from a conceptual 
perspective. The BG members develop an organizational social media literacy, which combines 
aspects from the organizational logics and formalities of the Echo Organization’s apparatus 
with cultural logics from contemporary Internet culture. This seems to produce a hybrid 
communicative vernacular, which imports aspects from the Internet’s participatory culture with 
the formal tone of working in a public administration. Central to it is the creation of a complex 
communicative language for practical use that ensures safeguarding contradictory principles 
and actions. On the one hand, the BG wishes to stimulate colleagues to increased internal and 
external online engagement, which involves creating increased transparency, while on the other 
hand, one has to perform this in light of procedures and interests set by a public organization 
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on employees; for example, not violating information safety or stating personal political 
opinions, and safeguarding confidential information. The BG’s way of working with this is to 
ask a series of difficult questions; How do you present yourself as an employee on social media? 
What organizational goals are to be embedded when you do that? How does a municipal 
employee “do it in practice”? How can distinct social media applications be adopted to fulfill 
the goal of professional interaction? etc. The answer is that an employee has to learn to perform 
his or her professional identity within the negotiative boundaries of an accepted and uncertain 
code of conduct.  

Table 6.6 Key words in 2011. 

Period Key words 

2011 

Mantis, Elgg, Status.Net, Zoho, Google Docs, Google Wave, Teamlab, Teambox, Open 
Project, Yammer, Twitter, Facebook, WordPress, Wikispaces, My Feed, Creative 

Commons, RSS, Google Calendar, CoTweet, DestroyTwitter, Tweet Deck, hashtag, 
Prezi, Kundo, Beyond Bullet Points, “The silo effect”, “water-cooler effect”, “coffee 

machine effect”, “what’s in it for me”, “distortion and small-talking”, “listen, share and 
be relevant”,  “trolls”, “skimming competence”, #hastag, @mentions, “trial and error” 

Strategy work surfaces as a theme for a variety of reasons; the BG creates a channel strategy, 
a piece of written text describing how the Echo Organization’s priorities can align with 
employees’ use of social media; having a channel strategy is a requirement from their managers 
as a consequence of formalizing the BG; they disseminate their strategy work as it is the main 
message in their presentations at conferences and workshops they attend throughout the year. 
Members of the BG are now valued speakers. They hold presentations about their work in the 
Echo Organization and beyond its boundaries. But strategy work is contradictory, highly 
abstract and very difficult. This appears to contend with the practical application and translation 
of the guidelines into practices that have to be understandable to others and new social media 
users. Top organizational discourses have to be translated into practical use, which now surfaces 
around integrating goal-thinking terminologies. This arises as an issue when employees are to 
create and administer official municipal social media accounts and when employees interact 
online. This can be relevant when employees have to deal with aspects of the web culture like 
engaging with Internet trolls. To create ideas on “why” and “how” to use social media in 
practice, the members attempt to give meaningful explanations for how coworkers can use 
social media for internal and external communications and create opportunities for 
collaboration. But to set practical illustrations behind strategies you need creative thinking.  

To encounter it, the BG members look to another organization to find inspiration. At the 
beginning of the year, they attend a post-secondary education course at a university, giving 
them official study credits and formal competence in organization and technology management. 
They learn more about sociological theory to create greater awareness behind their work 
practice and the organization they work in. The BG members study theory and concepts that 
explore the relationships between social network, social capital, and new media. They are 
interested in how this can be applied in an organizational context. They turn their emphasis to 
how informal relations between colleagues in organizations can be used and what role new 
media can play in that regard. They take interest in how this can be used to enhance internal 
communication. The SNS Yammer is used as a case to explore this idea. They conduct a 
qualitative research project, with defined research questions, and a population of informants, 
taking on the role of researchers. They write an academic paper and submit it to their professors, 
who give them an “A”. This conceptual work results in seeing social media as “an arena for 
professional small-talking”. This academic paper appears to have major positive implications 
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for enhancing the understanding of their work practice. Sociological theory helps in many ways, 
foremost to get a clearer view on how to approach strategy work. But use of sociological theory 
also teaches them rhetorical tricks on how to crack the code for enabling actors to see the social 
resources embedded in organizational structures which can be used for collaboration, informal 
ties. In so doing, they make social capital into practice. The BG’s way of showing this is to 
argue that the Echo Organization is full of social resources that others can make positive use 
of, but they are assumed to be confined to closed networks within departmental borders. 
Employees hardly speak with anybody beyond their own department. The BG’s task is to extend 
these social networks and make employees bond and bridge their ties by use of and engagement 
in network technologies. They want to motivate coworkers to network by use of social media 
and to help them build social networks. The BG’s way of illustrating this is to compose and 
import a range of metaphors that play on the positive values and potential resources embedded 
in social media, which can motivate employees to adopt a new technology. Mastering the social 
art of “small-talking” between colleagues on Yammer, for example, is a type of action that can 
connect coworkers working in different departments, which can potentially lead to reducing 
departmental boundaries.  

The BG members demonstrate exceptional skills in this field. On their blog, we find blog posts 
showing samples of how the BG use various terminologies, metaphors, and myths, which play 
on the positive benefits of using social media in organizations. For example, engaging on 
Yammer is projected as an informal chat between coworkers, similar to that seen at coffee 
machines, an action that can prevent the “silo effect”, create a “coffee machine effect” and 
“water cooler effect”, descriptions aimed at illustrating how technologies can be applied to 
reduce organizational boundaries and create work-break spaces where colleagues can 
congregate. The BG also shows other metaphors on record. Dealing with “distortion” or the 
information overload problem that social media generates, you can solve that by installing 
filters like Twitter’s “@mentions” or “RSS Feed”. The BG argues that one can deal with the 
Internet’s information overload problem in other ways too, by developing “skimming 
competence”. You can join the online conversation by “listening, sharing, and stay relevant”. 
And to conclude, we also learn that the work of “gardening” is essential to build a critical mass 
in SNSs. If one does not apply enough fertilizer, implying being proactive and sharing on SNSs, 
one will fail in creating a sustainable community.  

There are disadvantages to strategy work, as it may reposition the BG’s role in the Echo 
Organization. They have harvested recognition from peers working externally to the city 
municipality, but on their own turf, there is different story. Their colleagues working in other 
departments begin to know of them, but it is unclear what they “do”. This brings the possibility 
to give clearer attention to the fact that their main core activity is to contribute to improve 
collaboration and internal communication. But their history backfires on them. To outsiders 
they are still seen as too “technical”, but the BG members want to project themselves as working 
with “communication”. The testing that allowed the BG to franchise and claim authority is now 
re-approached under a different light. The BG members now argue it is necessary to continue 
performing it, for example, if they are to uphold the intention behind the mandate:  

For us to be able to perform testing and implementation, we have for a long time seen a 
great need for stable conditions and close cooperation with software developers. The 
members of the BG have professional background in media and communication. We lack 
the technical expertise. Due to the fact that the IT Department has outsourced its IT 
services we have not had a professional community to exchange ideas with. This has 
resulted in the development of tools like Elgg, Mantis etc., which have been operated by 
very few individuals without any formal training in coding. We have achieved a lot, but 
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with the growing expectations from the organization that things are just expected to work 
and look absolutely smashing, that we would like to have a button for a well working 
archive system, we see that we need to spend more resources on this. 18 

Technical testing is hence moderated, but still performed. On the BG’s blog, we learn about 
“old” and “new” social media platforms. Mantis, Status.Net, Zoho, Teamlab, Teambox, Open 
Project, CoTweet, Prezi, and Kundo, have not been previously mentioned, while oldies like 
Google Docs, Yammer, Twitter, Facebook, WordPress, Wikispaces, Google Wave, and Google 
Docs are recurring themes. They also dig into how various user features work and explain them 
in great detail. We learn about how to use RSS feeds, to search after “@mentions”, and how to 
set up groups in Yammer. The BG members also explain in blog posts how to integrate features 
between platforms, like synchronizing different calendars into one, like between Outlook and 
Google Calendar. But it is the deep-dive into technical and social aspects of SNSs, which 
dominate the technical reviews. We learn about how they set analytical differences between 
Facebook, Yammer, and Twitter, moreover, how distinct software can align and combine them, 
like TweetDeck, and the embedded features that now have come to define them, like Twitter’s 
now famous “#”. 

Creating a channel strategy, how to deal with the whole social media landscape 

An essential theme rendered in the strategy work is composing a road map for the use of social 
media in an organizational setting. The road map contains a range of communicative strategies 
to navigate in a complex and uncertain and changing social media landscape. The road map is 
aimed at all employees in the Echo Organization. To help colleagues, the BG has taken on the 
role of projecting points of interest, which can be illustrated by looking at the text representing 
the end-result of the BG’s strategy work, the channel strategy. The channel strategy is an 
answer to calls from coworkers who asked for advice. The channel strategy is the first time we 
see the BG’s definition of social media, “relation platforms based on user-generated content”, 
which it defines as a platform to create dialogue between connections of people. But social 
media is approached as a channel, offering possibilities for online social interaction. In that 
regard, the BG members have only noted that their colleagues often do not know where to start 
or how to use the infinite possibilities available. Using social media offers many challenges. 
For example, the social media landscape has a vastness and a media richness that can be difficult 
to navigate across. To solve that, the BG attempts to come up with answers to specific questions: 
Why engage and share? What channels should one use and for what purpose? What information 
is important, what is not? Where should the information be stored? And what is “nice to know 
information” and what is relevant?  

The BG advises their colleagues first to understand that engaging in social media is not about 
absorbing everything. One should not engage with information overload, but rather navigate 
around it, so it does not distract and take away your attention from your work. One needs to 
have a clear focus on what is relevant as part of a professional identity to collaborate with 
others. There is a vast range of social media tools one needs to consider too. Different media 
serve different purposes and should be used in different situations. To overcome the recurring 
challenge embedded with use of social media – information overload – the BG outlines certain 
communicative strategies. Their answer is that users should tailor their own user pattern as 
suited to their individual needs. This means tailoring personal use against several paths. 
Colleagues can design personal networks with themselves as the node and develop connecting 
strategies to interact with people. One must to learn how to filter and connect on social media 
                                                 
18 Citation from a blog post authored by the BG members.   
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platforms and the information one interacts with. This involves establishing personal 
boundaries and conceptions on the quality of the information at hand. Some platforms are better 
than others for retrieving and pushing information. A way to solve this, for example, is to 
evaluate personally the properties of the social media platforms one wants to use and the 
information they communicate. Employees need to consider the importance and duration of the 
information. It can be temporary, sporadic, dynamic, and static too. Some information concerns 
everybody, some not. Not everything is relevant. The BG’s message is that it is important to 
know the value of the information. The BG members advise users to put focus on 
appropriateness, as they evaluate and rank different communication tools. Meetings, face-to-
face, SMSs, phone calls, telephone meetings, microblogging, intranets, chat programs and e-
mail systems are suitable for certain types of communications. These can be used for one-to-
one, one-to-group, one-to-many or for general diffusion of information to everybody. Intranet, 
local storing, wiki and blogs, have other qualities and can be used for posting status updates 
and background information. Meetings are good channels for one-to-one communication, while 
microblogging can be a suitable tool to diffuse information to a large audience. The BG also 
has suggestions on the nature of the information at hand, which requires to be considered; 
employees need to remember that it can last a long period of time, change, and have a relative 
degree of importance. 

 

 

Another side of the channel strategy is how the BG develops communicative strategies for using 
social media to master internal and external communication. This is needed as new models of 
network communications will emerge, involving the projection of the claim of the need to 
abolish the e-mail. Citizens are assumed to interact on several social media platforms. Social 
media can become the principal communication channel, implying that public employees and 
organizations can be required to adapt to that logic of communication too. Transformations in 
the external environment imply the need to re-approach the practice of internal communicative 
strategies. In this regard, Yammer is a microblogging service for internal organizational 
communication, a hybrid between Facebook and Twitter. Yammer has certain properties. Users 
can create groups and share professional experiences; it is a type of virtual open office 
landscape serving the same purpose as the water cooler. Yammer can allow users to get answers 
and tips on interesting topics. Users can network and get to know others in the Echo 

Figure 6.4 The BG's advice on affordances of social media. 



216 
 

Organization. Engaging on it is similar to small talk, which can create connections. You can do 
this on issues that are of professional relevance, but to master that requires personal 
“gardening”. To create a dialogue with someone, you need to be proactive and apply some 
fertilizer to make your personal and professional network grow. The BG suggests that certain 
media can be used to perform distinct internal communicative practices, like communicating 
one-to-one, one-to-a-group, one-to-many, or just simple sharing. Status updates, background 
material, guidelines, and reports, can be pulled or retrieved through distinct social media 
channels. Chat programs can be suitable to communicate one-to-one, but not to share 
information. An internal wiki and intranet are useful examples for retrieving information on 
status updates. The flipside to the external side, which have their own suited social media 
platforms, employees can use Twitter to “skim” the Twitter stream, for example. By combining 
these communicative strategies, an employee in the Echo Organization can uphold the end-
message from the BG’s strategy work, which is to use social media “to listen, share, and to be 
relevant”.  

 

 

From learning netiquette to creating standards for organizational social media use 

There is a practical side to strategy work. To construct the communication strategies on how to 
use social media in an organizational setting, the BG members needed a social code of conduct 
to base them upon. Interacting on social media included approaching the difficult question of 
netiquette, which can be understood as socially accepted norms and values on how to appear in 
an online or digital situation. Here, the BG members have been challenged. On the one hand, 
there is limited availability of textbooks on social media netiquette. The BG members could 
create the roadmap on netiquette by making suggestions based on reading the material of other 
authors and simple testing of social media tools. On the other hand, they could learn the socially 
acceptable conduct on using social media by taking the role upon themselves, learning from 
their own experience by performing their own online interaction – a practice they have 
performed throughout their history. In this regard, the BG members have not only technically 
tested a range of social media applications, they have also adopted certain social media tools 

Figure 6.5 Matrix explaining what social media enables users to do. 
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which they use every day and are part of their work practice. These are used for external and 
internal communications and to organize their internal work processes, crafting an ICT ecology. 
This consists mainly of their blog, the SNSs Twitter, Facebook and Yammer, the free web-
based word processor Google Docs, and the bug tracking system Mantis. The experience from 
using them has later been translated into standards for organizational social media etiquette and 
served as a template for developing strategies on how colleagues can use social media.  

The blog has been used as a platform for external communication, foremost as a “professional 
blog” to share and make their work known and visible to their professional network of peers. 
The blog has been used for learning and to reflect upon their own practice and to engage with 
others. The blog is used as a vehicle to pick up other’s experiences, due to the absence of an 
established media and communication community interested in social media in the Echo 
Organization. The BG members have taken turns in writing blog posts and tried to publish a 
new post every second week. The exchange of experiences on it has seldom had any controlled 
logic, but been more guided by randomness, creativity, and improvisation. This is described as 
following the idea of “they follow and look at us and we follow and look back at them”. The 
BG members have followed defined professional social media experts, municipalities, and other 
betas they admire. They have commented on their blogs, peers have done the same on theirs, 
which has eventually led to building an external network and connections with people. The 
results of this work led to a much clearer focus on the larger intent behind their competences.  

But it is the extensive engagement with 
three SNSs that has played the crucial 
role in forming the BG’s knowledge on 
netiquette. Twitter and Facebook are 
used for external communication and 
Yammer for internal communication. 
Twitter has played an important role as 

the BG’s extended professional arm particularly as a platform to learn about particular 
netiquette, which is not simply mastering how to perform. Learning netiquette has been part of 
a steep learning curve, being acquired by a “self-learning-by-doing-in-practice” approach of 
online socialization and enacting connecting strategies with new people in the Twitter 
community. From this socialization, they have learned and constructed communicative 
strategies on how to engage, share, and communicate with people. Two BG members described 
their user experience as starting with an explorative approach in the private sphere, to be 
reshaped thereafter into a professional netiquette fitted for an organizational use and practice. 
They started using Twitter, because it was perceived as “natural” and others with similar 
professional backgrounds used it. As with any microblogging service, the first barrier was to 
become familiar with Twitter’s user interface and how to write tweets within the limit of 140 
characters. The BG members registered on Twitter around 2009/10. At that time, Twitter users 
tweeted anonymously using nicknames, were few in number, and communicated with each 
other in English, not in Norwegian:  

I-1: The culture was a bit that everyone followed each other and it was important to 
have many followers. If someone followed me, I followed them back. At the 
time, English was the Twitter language and there were not so many Norwegians 
on Twitter. There has been a change as we eventually moved to tweet in our 
mother tongue.  
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The BG members describe this first period as positive and enthusiastic, which is portrayed by 
one of my informants as that “a little group of Twitter users had a nice dialogue going”. Central 
to the Twitter netiquette was informality, reflected in how users were willing to be open and 
equal in their online engagement with unknown people. The online discussion was “friendly” 
and consisted of a type of “harmless” code, allowing users to build personalized online 
identities. Certain Twitter users tweeted about private matters, permitting them to manage and 
franchise social uniqueness or personal signature. This meant the acceptance of a role 
performance where Twitter users seldom applied a high degree of self-censorship, so that users 
had an ongoing dialogue where many participated and talked to each other. But when new actors 
entered the Twitter stream, the condition for the Twitter dialogue changed, as new roles and 
expectations for the social code of conduct emerged. This generated the development of a new 
role performance, which gradually surfaced when new users started establishing distinctions or 
boundaries between “work” and “private”, so that users exercised a higher degree of caution 
on what they published and how they presented themselves:  

I-1:  In the beginning, my Twitter stream consisted of people interested in technology 
and Web 2.0. It was a small group, testing people, beta people, or super-users, 
or, there is another word for it, “early adopters”, people who explore technology, 
who are motivated by a “trial-and-error approach”. But now that user group has 
managed to get other people to use Twitter, like “social media experts” and 
journalists. That brings changes. 

Consequently, the online communication turned to professional and formal. This is observed 
in many ways. The loose small talk diminished and a new tone in the communication style 
emerged. The BG members observe that the new Twitter users speak directly to each other by 
extensive use of @replies and mentions. The former friendly Twitter humor and irony changed 
into a scarce commodity. Users also tweeted under their full names and are no longer 
anonymous and you get full insight into where they work. Awkward instances appear. Certain 
Twitter users act as the so-called “Twitter Police”. This group of Twitter users tries to 
superimpose philosophies of “correct netiquette” by pursuing grammatical errors and typos in 
popular tweets and ridiculing them to the rest of the Twitter community. 

But a drastic change is best described by another BG member, who saw that the netiquette 
changed to become “elite orientated”. The Twitter dialogue turned into a “symbolic positioning 
elbow contest”, where users fight to become the strongest voice and the undisputed opinion 
leader:  

I-4:  There is a netiquette on how to communicate with people on Twitter. In the 
beginning, it was a very cozy and informal tone. You had a lot of, “Thank you 
for that!”, “Absolutely fantastic!”, “You are so nice!”, “Thank you very much 
for retweeting me!”, “Fantastic!”, tweets like that. 

R:  Very enthusiastic? 
I-4:  Yes, a bit “circle jerk”, as they call it on reddit.com, if you’ve heard about it. 

Whatever you say, you get positive feedback, no matter how silly it can be. 
R:  Does it appear genuine? 
I-4:  Slightly pompous and excessive, I felt then. It's not so much the case for the 

moment. Now, it’s a bit harsher. They use Twitter as a discussion forum, 
although it’s not suited for that. Twitter users have to be more intensive, since 
you only have 140 characters to express your opinion. The tweets develop into 
very strong statements and you get very polarized discussions. 
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The BG soon came to regard the Twitter dialogue as a mere extension of the public debate, 
which normally runs in the traditional media and around the dinner table. This experience 
triggered the BG to create a variety of communicative strategies, which streamline Twitter use 
to an organizational context. This means restructuring Twitter use against several trajectories. 
One consists of implementing work practices around administering official municipal Twitter 
accounts and formalizing them into the Echo Organization. The BG creates an official account 
for the Echo Organization and another for the BG, in addition to the personal accounts of each 
BG member. The official Echo Organization Twitter account is administered by and is the 
formal responsibility of the Communication Department, because that department officially 
handles all external communication. There are however many Twitter accounts in the Echo 
Organization, which are under direct local departmental management control or part of a 
project. These do not fall under the official responsibility of the BG to maintain. But official 
Twitter accounts must be manned, which involves ongoing monitoring of the role and public 
position of the Echo Organization in the Twitter community, a task maintained by a BG 
member. To perform that task, a male BG member uses TweetDeek, which he combines with 
monitoring of all traffic on Yammer in the Echo Organization. He has installed features, which 
notify him on all Twitter activities that mention his employer. The monitoring of the Twitter 
stream is done in-between other tasks at his desk and described as a “listening job”:  

R: During a workweek, how much work does Twitter monitoring involve? 
I-4:  Very little. Now, there are complaints on snow plowing. But it’s not very much 

there either, maximum a tweet a day. 
R:  That’s not much? 
I-4:  It’s very little. We don’t talk about using major resources. 
R:  It’s almost like responding to a chat message or an email a day. 
I-4:  Yes. Often there are tweets about the Echo Organization, which I have to redirect 

to other departments. That’s not much work either. The thing that’s time 
consuming are things that I don’t know the answer to. And I don’t know who 
knows what. For that, I have to use Yammer and perform internal enquiries. And 
often I get a response from a colleague.  

In reality, Twitter administering acts as a type of “digital switchboard”, a front-desk or reception 
function, as citizens often contact the BG member about specific topics, which often are the 
formal responsibility of a municipal department. For example, this can be enquiries about 
formal admission routines to a kindergarten or information on a specific construction project 
going on in a suburb. In that way, one can compare monitoring of official Twitter account as 
office clerk work, similar to working at a customer call service center:  

I-4: It's not much work, provided that I manage to delegate the enquiries to those 
who know the answer. But sometimes it requires digging to find out what it's 
about. Actually, it’s not appropriate that I sit and respond to these types of 
enquiries. It should really be handled by a front desk clerk, who has full control 
over what and who knows what in the Echo Organization. I believe that they are 
the most qualified and have an overview. They get calls and emails every day. 
In that sense, they should manage official tweets on Twitter. 

Interaction on Twitter has in fact created another access point into the Echo Organization, 
requiring continuous administration. Twitter monitoring brings up the question on whether an 
employee should be passive and answer all tweets from citizens or pursue a proactive role and 
engage with all tweets that address the position of the Echo Organization, which is a 
controversial issue:  
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I-4: I try to answer most of the things on Twitter. We were very inspired by a social 
media professional who visited us the other day. She talked a lot about listening. 
First, you have to join the conversation. We understood that part and that you 
should be relevant. You should share things that give a benefit to our citizens. 
We didn’t manage to achieve that at first. How do we know if it’s relevant? It’s 
about listening. One must find out what interests the citizens and those who 
follow you on Twitter. What are they talking about? And then it’s about being 
proactive. Let’s take snow plowing, for example, which is a very hot topic these 
days and is easily exposed for public criticism. Why haven’t there been plowed 
for snow here and there, why haven’t the municipality salted the roads? Instead 
of just receiving public criticism, one can be proactive and engage with the 
matter in advance. Not only be reactive and respond to things that come in. We 
have no resources, they argue in the Echo Organization. We can’t use our 
manpower on that, because there is a debate on a discussion forum somewhere. 
They talk a lot about that in the Echo Organization, that we don’t stand up. Public 
claims against the Echo Organization are neither denied nor confirmed in that 
regard and they are somehow allowed to flourish. It’s more or less the same on 
Twitter, if there is some outspoken criticism we have to deal with it. That’s my 
take on it.  

This user experience is another example of how the BG members streamlined a communicative 
strategy to an organizational context. The BG takes a proactive approach suggesting that it is 
imperative to contend with the challenging aspects of social media communication. Instead of 
running from it, you should engage with potentially disgruntled citizens and answer negative 
criticism from Internet trolls, a point also adopted in the Echo Organization’s guidelines. This 
communicative strategy aims at creating a positive experience for the citizen and of the Echo 
Organization in the public realm. Moreover, it places itself into the larger end-message from 
the BG’s strategy work on how to use social media, which is “to listen, share, and to be 
relevant”. On the other hand, the reality is that severe public criticism of public organizations 
on Twitter is microscopic and limited to typos on official municipal web pages. In many cases 
where municipal departments create official Twitter accounts, there is little evidence of 
professional interaction or dialogue with the citizens. Instead, the Twitter accounts are often 
used as a public notice board to tweet operational messages on municipal activities. 
Consequently, this has led the BG tentatively to conclude that Twitter is not a highly suitable 
tool to represent a public organization:  

I-4:   There are two aspects. The platform is made for people, not organizations. 
Twitter is designed for communicating orally, in a quick and personal way. 
That’s really the basis for the tool in itself. You can argue that it gets a bit 
peculiar, when a public organization is to tweet something within 140 characters 
on behalf of 13,000 employees. When we do that, our opinions get a bit 
superficial and general, boring, perhaps. It becomes dry and bureaucratic. To 
give it any added value to citizens who follow you, one has to be a bit more 
personal. And since the communication style on Twitter is mostly oral, it 
becomes challenging to adapt that to a formal administrative language, which is 
predominantly written. 

This observation led the BG to conclude that Twitter can be best adapted to an organizational 
setting in two ways. First, as an answering service, and second, as an instrument for sharing and 
learning, where the latter is perhaps the most suitable. Twitter’s strength is as a platform 
providing employees with access to a vast pool of resources and information. This appears to 
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be the individual experience of the BG members. Long-term engagement has caused the BG 
members to tailor their own Twitter network of followers, determine level of participation, and 
form a sense of netiquette. As social media professionals, they follow their kind and pay 
attention to what they do and talk about. The BG members have streamlined and created a 
variety of communicative strategies, which is the end-result of personal research. Here, the BG 
members have many interesting suggestions on how to build a Twitter stream or find a “network 
formula” to acquire information of high quality. For example, the goal is not to have as many 
followers as possible, but 500 to 600 followers can be sufficient. There is no point in following 
celebrities, as some of them can tweet so much that they only function as spam in your Twitter 
stream. Also, the BG advises colleagues not to read all tweets, as it will only distract them from 
their work. Instead, employees should be critical of whom they follow, a feature that has led 
the BG members to unfollow many of those they initially followed. Perhaps an interesting 
communicative strategy is that the tailoring of a personal Twitter stream and the community’s 
active sharing will produce the information quality:  

I-4:  I don’t think you get high quality information from just following individuals. 
Our beta group leader talks about how all good things always surface to the top 
in the end. And by that, he means that things get retweeted. Is there high quality 
information, something that engages, that gets often retweeted. And so sooner 
or later, something always gets retweeted in your stream. Then you see it 
indirectly… And on the Web, there is just so much information. Twitter can act 
as a filter that highlights things that are relevant for you. If you just read a bit, 
you get a lot of links, which others think are of high quality. And then you can 
check them. In that way you’ll get lots for free, by choosing a certain type of 
people… Twitter is also a channel where you can share something with many at 
once. If there is a conversation going on there, many will see it, instead of taking 
it many times with separate individuals, it’s enough to do it once, so that 
everyone sees it. In that sense, you have managed to diffuse information much 
more efficiently than by using traditional media channels. 

The most important communicative strategy adopted by the BG is teaching employees to find 
the right balance on how to interact on social media. Behind the strategy “to listen, share, and 
to be relevant”, the BG encourages colleagues to be present on social media. In so doing, a 
coworker’s online role performance must be in accordance in what is expected from an 
employee working in a public organization. They should engage with colleagues and citizens 
by being informal, but need to do so in a professional manner.  

The BG’s engagement on Facebook paints another story. The 
Echo Organization has many official accounts. By the end of 
2011, the BG estimated that 40 different official municipal 
Facebook pages had professional interaction between employees 

and citizens. The BG believes there are more official municipal Facebook pages than that, as 
not all of them have been reported. Facebook is used for external communication and is by far 
the most used and popular of all the SNSs. Here, we find that same properties as we saw with 
Twitter use. The BG members have developed their own set of communicative strategies for 
Facebook use, adopted for an organizational context, containing specific recommendations for 
role performance suited for digital situations. These suggest being more formal, as the Echo 
Organization has separate guidelines for Facebook use, which serves as supplement to the 
general guidelines for social media. 
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As we learned earlier in the chapter, the BG members looked to other organizations for 
inspiration when drafting the Echo Organization’s social media guidelines. There is another 
tale behind the creation of the city municipal guidelines for Facebook. In fact, these were not 
been authored by the BG members, but have a different source, originating from a different 
place in the Echo Organization. The Facebook guidelines were first written by colleagues 
working in the Department for Adolescent and Educational Affairs, being initiated by an ildsjel, 
a local technology enthusiast. The motivation for creating them was that this department has 
direct interaction with a segment of the population the Echo Organization serves, young parents 
in their 20s or 30s. The department has extended contact with this user group, because it is the 
principal organizer of admissions of children to the city municipality’s many kindergartens. 
This makes the department popular, as it gets many inquiries every day, either by phone or on 
social media. Based on that experience, the department staff decided to author their own 
guidelines for Facebook, as their typical users are those who are likely to traverse the Facebook 
universe. The Facebook guidelines were authored because staff at the Department for 
Adolescent and Educational Affairs evaluated the need for defined local strategies to deal with 
external communication. When the BG members encountered them, the guidelines were 
evaluated as suitable. Consequently, the BG readjusted them to represent the Echo 
Organization’s official guidelines for Facebook use. This adaptation involves a process where 
local user strategies are “imported” to be later “appropriated” to represent larger intentions and 
representations. 

The Facebook guidelines are as follows:  

When creating a Facebook page, one should think through and implement the following points: 
 Facebook is a channel of communication with the inhabitants of the municipality. 
 Facebook is a supplement to other channels, and not a replacement. All information 

should be publicly placed primarily on the municipality’s official website. On Facebook, 
we can publish links to these sites. 

We want to achieve increased availability: 

 as we reach more groups of users 
 as we are present in more channels 

and increase the possibility to have dialogue with citizens: 

 we can quickly provide answers to questions 
 we can get better insight into the population’s needs and point of view  

and effective dissemination of information: 

 we use multiple channels 
 users spread information to their friends 

The Echo Organization’s Facebook guidelines contain many other communicative strategies 
than those mentioned on the previous pages. For example, when an employee creates an official 
municipal page, there is a defined set of duties one has to address. An employee must identify 
a target group; there are defined roles and responsibilities in administering a group page; 
department managers are the content owners and are legally responsible for any digital content; 
any page requires ongoing monitoring, and specific inquiries from users have to be redirected 
to the responsible office which an query concerns; all online inquiries have to be answered; 
there is a defined response time for when an inquiry needs to be answered, which is set “as soon 
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as possible and within the next working day”; administrators should set up alert notifications to 
personal email accounts, so that they are aware when a new post is published and that one 
always has an overview of what is going on a Facebook page. The guidelines contain 
recommendations on how to deal with public criticism and negative input from Internet trolls. 
Public criticism directed at employees should be deleted immediately, but general criticism 
should be replied to, and this should be done by answering factually to correct errors.  

The Facebook guidelines is example illustrating how actors attempt to streamline properties 
from organizational apparatus on the adoption and managing of an SNS. This is visible as we 
observe that several traits from goal-thinking management are embedded into the Facebook 
guidelines. This aspect surfaces as a factor because many municipalities and public agencies 
discuss an important question: “Why and for what reason should a public organization be on 
Facebook?” A recurring answer to that question is because “the public” they serve are there. 
Consequently, organizational presence on Facebook can be beneficial for a number of reasons, 
as it can be used for diffusion of important and relevant information. Facebook can be used for 
notifying citizens about vacancies, announcements, hearings, meetings, etc. But adopting 
Facebook in theory and creating guidelines has a practical side. The Facebook guidelines are 
the outline of a new job description and new work routines. This means that creating an official 
municipal Facebook page is a call for organizing and assigning of new roles and responsibilities 
and involves working with external communication on a decentralized level in an organization. 
Facebook pages need ongoing monitoring, presence, and participation, meaning that someone 
has to perform it in practice. This task normally falls on those who take the initiative in creating 
a Facebook page. In that regard, unofficial practice is that any department can create its own 
Facebook page, implying that there is no “central command” that administers all online traffic 
between the Echo Organization and the citizens, for example. Instead, each department is 
encouraged to create its own Facebook page, involving that we find distribution of functions 
on external communication. This can turn into a challenge, as the Echo Organization has over 
200 different departments each of which can make and administer its own public Facebook 
page. 

In that regard, we can observe the development and performance of distinct work practices, 
which emerge from the administration of Facebook pages. These are maintained in the same 
way as the Echo Organization’s official Twitter accounts, but with differences. A female BG 
member is involved in administering two official Facebook accounts, a job she shares with two 
colleagues from the Communication Department. Together they are responsible for 
administering a Facebook page representing the city where the Echo Organization is 
geographically located and another representing it as a public organization. The Facebook page 
representing the city is far more popular than the page representing the Echo Organization as a 
public organization, in terms of likes and followers. The female BG member explained in an 
interview that her colleagues from the Communication Department created the official 
municipal Facebook pages around 2009/10, which was the same time as the BG created the 
Echo Organization’s official Twitter accounts. There has not been a formalized decision or 
policy to appropriate Facebook into the Echo Organization. In contrast, we see evidence that 
coworkers merely registered and started using Facebook to acquire user experience, an action 
that later led to the verbalizing of the Facebook guidelines and formalization of responsibilities. 
Now, an Internet Editor in the Communication Department is responsible for the content 
published on the Echo Organization’s two official Facebook pages. The use of Facebook has 
involved a learning curve, being part of a trial-and-error approach. For example, the colleagues 
first looked to how other organizations maintained and organized their official Facebook pages, 
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an experience they have later used to get a better grip on what type of digital content could be 
published and how one creates an online dialogue with citizens. 

The Echo Organization’s two Facebook pages are monitored each day. This work practice is a 
dual way to work with external communication. The colleagues regularly write updates on 
municipal and operational information and news stories on what happens in the Echo 
Organization. They answer inquiries from citizens and deal with potential public criticism. 
There is a formal policy that negative criticism has to be dealt with quickly. In reality, there are 
few cases of Internet trolling, as the feedback from the citizens is mostly positive. Official 
Facebook page administration is similar to maintaining a newspaper web site, as the employees 
from the Communication Department use their formal education and work experience from 
professional journalism to oversee Facebook traffic. In a sense, the Facebook pages are under 
some degree of journalistic control. The challenging work, however, is finding answers to the 
many inquiries from citizens. Many citizens have questions that concern the responsibilities 
and areas of expertise, which are often beyond the BG member’s knowledge of the Echo 
Organization. This means that working with external communication on Facebook pages turns 
into a front-desk management task. Official faceworking is the duty of an office clerk, similar 
to working at a customer call service center, being a type of digital switchboard:  

I-3:  Often we don’t know the immediate answers to the many inquiries on our two 
Facebook pages. There are questions that concern the whole Echo Organization. 
That’s what the switchboard operator knows best, because they get questions all 
the time. They can connect a citizen’s inquiry to the right person. They probably 
use about 10 seconds on what we spend half an hour doing, because we do not 
know who has the answer right away. So we have to do a lot of detective work, 
to find out where we should redirect inquiries. 

Official administration of Facebook can turn into an organizational answering service, rather 
than being a platform for dialogue and collaboration. The BG members have been aware of this 
matter for some time; it is something they learned early on. In response, the BG members have 
attempted to transfer parts of the administrative responsibility of the two Facebook pages to 
other departments, to those sitting at the front-desk, while online traffic concerning media and 
communication matters still remains a responsibility of the Communication Department. This 
means that implementing and appropriating Facebook into the Echo Organization’s portfolio 
has contradictory outputs. The organization should have Facebook pages, but as the 
assignments and responsibilities it produces emerge, one tries to make other departments 
accountable for organization and maintenance:   

I-3: On paper, we’re not responsible for all the official municipal Facebook pages. That’s 
the Manager’s responsibility at each department. But we try to keep up and stay updated, 
of course. If something happens on a Facebook page, we’ll initiate contact and try to 
respond to the inquiry. And, yes, we believe this is a good solution. We shouldn’t be 
responsible for answering all inquiries, as those with the professional knowledge should 
perform this task. For example, I’m not the most qualified to give good answers about 
admission to kindergartens. If I had done that, I could give wrong answers. However, 
those working in a kindergarten, they know and have the professional knowledge. They 
know their target group. That’s why we have chosen to do it that way. That’s how the 
Echo Organization is organized, a giant bag, but we have many different separate target 
groups. It’s not likely that a citizen will be interested in all municipal services. 
Therefore, we have different Facebook pages, so you can follow exactly what you are 
interested in.   
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The experience of the BG member suggests that a potential practical and beneficial way to 
organize and maintain a manageable Facebook use for employees and citizens is to adopt to the 
logics of organizational decentralization and target group thinking. In a sense, if an 
organization’s Facebook use and communication is to be compatible with how citizens use 
Facebook, this requires change of established user patterns and adoption of new ones. A 
citizen’s Facebook use should be tailored to the specific external municipal services and 
personal interests, rather than following all the services the Echo Organization offers on 
Facebook. This is required because the Echo Organization is a considerable large 
organizational entity and it is demanding to have a complete overview for any user. If a citizen 
therefore follow their specific interests for a municipal service, he or she is more likely to be 
redirected to the right competence and have a more positive user experience. If not, this can 
make organizational Facebook administration unmanageable and lead to the challenge of 
information overload.  

On the other hand, this experience raises the question to what extent the Echo Organization’s 
ambition of making social media a collaborative platform for professional interaction with its 
citizens is practically realized. Here, there are challenges in creating an ongoing external 
dialogue. The BG members often have to take the initiative and write updates to create online 
conversation. The BG members have to take on the role of “pusher” and author updates. And 
there is often a clear assessment on what type and how much digital content can be shared. One 
often struggles to find the “right formula” on the proper amount of content that should be 
published. On both Facebook pages, we can observe a wide range of news stories on activities 
happening in the city where the Echo Organization is located and stories concerning the public 
organization in itself. The Facebook users often respond with brief enthusiastic and positive 
comments and likes, while other users upload pictures. But the BG members sometimes need 
to perform the role of moderator and exercise editorial control. Certain commercial actors tend 
to use the Facebook pages for marketing purposes and publish advertisements. This digital 
content is continuously deleted by the BG members. This means that Facebook pages often act 
as a public bulletin board:  

I-3: We want our Facebook pages to act as a collaborative platform, but they act as 
a bulletin board, especially the Facebook page representing the Echo 
Organization. We seldom get any online interaction there. Perhaps it’s the way 
we write our updates, what we allow, what people are willing to share. There are 
not so many users who visit our pages and interact there. We want to achieve 
that goal, but we’re not there yet. 

Although there are challenges in creating a collaborative platform and online engagement on 
Facebook, the BG has met other barriers elsewhere. These are reflected in recursive attempts to 
overcome the internal organizational skepticism on adopting Facebook, as it is perceived as 
incompatible with the institutional practices and logics in the Echo Organization. This 
skepticism manifests in various ways. For example, colleagues can raise concerns that online 
socializing does not harmonize with the expectation of a public organization and that one should 
not spend work hours on managing municipal Facebook pages. Consequently, the female BG 
member has argued repeatedly that her colleagues and managers should approach the medium 
more seriously, as it can be used to serve the Echo Organization in positive ways. Facebook 
creates possibilities to work with public relations and can be applied to boost the positive status 
of the city municipality. Facebook can be used for public reputation management and 
organizational branding, but also to engage and work with public criticism of the Echo 
Organization.  
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The female BG member believes that Facebook adoption is exaggerated, because employees 
believe they will be overwhelmed by a vast amount of inquiries from concerned citizens. Often 
it is the other way around. The BG members receive perhaps one or two inquiries a week, so 
that the work is minute. Moreover, public criticism on social media is rare. The main 
conundrum is to boost the popularity of the Echo Organization and create conditions for online 
participation, something that is difficult, as Facebook users tend to limit their online 
participation to “likes”. This involves being confronted with becoming a creative content 
producer, which can spark interaction:  

I-3: I login on Facebook each morning. I see if anything has happened. Nothing. 
Then I do other things. Later in the day, I take a look if anything has happened. 
Nothing. I do some other things I have to do. If it’s a quiet day, I go onto the 
website and see if there’s anything that might be of interest that we can publish. 
If we have it, I put it out right away. We want to publish more, we want to add 
more. I try to figure out something that we can publish. I work with it. If there’s 
a question, I usually don’t know the immediate answer. I write a question on 
Yammer, so that everybody [internally] can see it. I then get answers that help 
me to respond on Facebook. It doesn’t take much time and the administration on 
my part is little, really. 

Phase 5: 2012 – Becoming educators 

Table 6.7 Key words in spring 2012. 

Period Key words 

The spring of 2012 
Yammer, Facebook, Twitter,  Co-Tweet, DestoryTwitter, TweetDeck, 
MSN Messenger, Google Talk, Lync, eDialog, “Relations platforms”, 

gardening, #SoME, “pointing media”, “medium of the moment” 

The spring of 2012 marks the final stage of the BG’s work. The members use personal reflection 
and retrospection on their actions and practices to work with social media in a different way. 
This is done as a response to a pressing demand from their colleagues – they wish to learn more 
about social media. To respond, the BG takes on the role as educator and organizes training 
sessions. This means that the considerable efforts they have put into strategy work is used for 
internal training.  

The BG members continue performing certain activities, as they have done the last four years. 
They still review new social media services and provide interpretations of them. For example, 
the members familiarize themselves with old and new chat programs, like MSN Messenger, 
Google Talk and Lync. But the BG’s reviewing concentrates on three SNSs: Yammer, 
Facebook, and Twitter. Here, the BG teaches us about how we can use software enabling the 
possibility to communicate and combine streams from different SNSs, like CoTweet and 
TweetDeck. The BG members adopt and reintroduce new ways to talk about using social media 
too, as a resource to use and extend one’s personal online social network. Microblogging 
services can be seen as a “pointing media”, as Twitter is full of interesting people and links to 
useful resources. They see Twitter as a medium of the moment, which implies that tweets can 
travel with high velocity. Tweeting is closely tied to situations taking place “there and then”. 
Further, we learn that Facebook can be used effectively to develop specific communicative 
strategies. If a public servant knows his or her target group, this raises the odds of having a 
successful official municipal Facebook page.  
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The BG performs a status analysis. The goals for 2011 were many. They conclude that the BG 
has become a leading competence center, widely recognized by their peers beyond the 
boundaries of the Echo Organization. And they have harvested their success on that; the 
members have been invited to authors a chapter in a book dealing with social media, which is 
to be based on their work and their academic paper. They have been key speakers at internal 
and external workshops and conferences. But their impact within the Echo Organization is 
multifaceted. They have become known among coworkers. But the BG redirects their attention 
concerning testing of social media tools, which is a “hot potato”. The top management has 
communicated to them the need to downplay the role of testing of social media. Instead, the 
BG’s role is to be an “adviser” or “sparring partner”. This sounds good, but the BG disagrees. 
The BG is afraid that if their role is only to write recommendations, it could lead to being down-
prioritized. And this has happened. To counter it requires an act of formalization of social media 
into the Echo Organization’s apparatus and allocation of resources. And the formalization of 
the BG is challenging. They have support from their middle managers, but obtaining the final 
approval from the top of the municipal hierarchy is difficult. Their mandate has not yet been 
approved and it is difficult to get a meeting with the BG’s steering committee. Many questions 
are unsettled, like their future development and if they are going to start to work with “new 
media” and leave the domain of “social media”.  

On the other hand, we learn that the BG works to an agenda, as they have a strategic priority 
area. They embed goal-thinking management into their planning. They set goals defined by 
quarters of the year, which are broken down to be fulfilled on a monthly base. For the first 
quarter of 2012, they plan courses for training of colleagues in social media use and the Echo 
Organization’s guidelines for social media. The BG identifies that the Echo Organization’s 
many kindergartens and health stations need help to engage on Facebook. Blogging resurfaces 
as a theme too. The BG members are going to teach kindergarten staff how they can create 
blogs and tell about their work. But they observe that their closest managers seldom post new 
blog entries on the blogs the BG members created for them. The BG’s blog is now under the 
formal administration of the Communication Department. The BG is considering creating a 
blog for the Echo Organization. The SNS Yammer is also an issue, which they have worked 
extensively with. Yammer will become the Echo Organization’s new internal microblogging 
service. At the beginning of 2012, the BG also recruits a new member, enlarging the group to 
four permanent members. 

Over the years, the BG members have been key speakers at many workshops and conferences, 
which has allowed them to e-mission their knowledge on social media. This has allowed the 
BG to frame a story of the definition of social media and the genre repertoire they have 
developed. The BG members have addressed this story to peers and a presentation is used to 
convey it, but modified according to the audience they address. The story follows a basic 
template. First, we learn about who they are, or their professional identity. The BG works with 
testing social media tools and acts as sparring partner in the Echo Organization. They are 
experts on “#SoMe” and monitor what happens in the social media landscape. They have 
developed communicative strategies for social media fitted for use in public organizations and 
“cracked” the code for social media guidelines an employee can use. Second, the BG explains 
social media’s ontology. Social media is “relation platforms used for user-generated content” 
and consists of many social media services. And of course, social media is a challenging topic. 
They stress that the technical side of the technology is not the important aspect of learning for 
a new user, but using them has benefits. By, for example, participating in an online dialogue, 
an employee can build a personal network and get connected to a pool of ties and resources. 
Moreover, one gets access to an interesting audience. The most important argument on “why” 
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an employee should engage on social media, however, is that the citizens a public organization 
serves are “out there”, on these platforms. Logically, as the citizen is there, public organizations 
should be there too. Third, the story focuses on how online engagement can be created, 
structured around telling the experiences from practical examples and by asking a set of “what” 
questions. The BG asks what an employee can use Facebook for, what people talk about on 
social media, what you as a public employee can do with it, what does it mean to succeed, or 
what has the BG done with social media in their own organization, for example. Fourth, the 
members explain that the potential solution to all the “what” questions can be solved by 
applying “how” answers, meaning that the communicative strategies for social media use in an 
organization can come to their proper use. Social media challenges can be overcome by 
applying and shaping one’s user pattern within the boundaries of the guidelines and by having 
a defined target group. 

Becoming instructors and educating peers 

From March to June 2012, the BG organizes a series of internal training courses in social media. 
These are aimed at colleagues, who experience that social media influences their workday and 
work practice. The courses are organized as half-day seminars occurring once a week, spread 
over a longer period. The courses have overlapping, but dissimilar contents. Certain courses in 
February and April have only basic introduction to social media and use of Yammer on the 
“syllabus”, while the lessons in May and June extend the course material to include use of 
Facebook and Twitter. The courses are endorsed on the Echo Organization’s intranet portal and 
become fully booked. Some of the courses have waiting lists. The BG members experience 
them as a success, but just before one of them starts, there are dropouts. The courses are not 
“academic” but designed to be framed as “hands-on”, involving a focus on practice. For the 
members, this allows them to present the outcome of their extensive knowledge production 
process in an educational and organized setting. They have self-designed the course material. 
This is the informal organizational social media literacy, perhaps, which is a remix of selected 
web culture influences, the Echo Organization’s goal-thinking management, and sociological 
theory on social capital, social networks and new media.  

The training courses are a venue where the BG members narrate their version of social media’s 
ontologies. This allows the BG the opportunity to explain their interpretation of social media. 
This is also one of the first times where the members can systematically disseminate and work 
with creating a shared organizational meaning of social media and motivate colleagues to 
change their communicative practices from one-to-one to many-to-many. The BG works with 
crafting an understanding, which emphasizes the message that colleagues can change their work 
practice from e-mail and “(U:)” to include a variety of beneficial social media services. This 
means to leave the private and individualized way of communicating to engage with the new 
open Internet computing paradigm, which suspends the artificial boundary between information 
and communication tools. In this regard, the members use their definition of social media and 
the genre repertoire to educational use. The variety of words, expressions, and symbols, which 
play on the rich cultural language that favor and bring out the affordances of the Internet culture 
that the BG has modified to the institutional practices and logics of the post-modern 
bureaucracy’s organizational apparatus is addressed in a face-to-face setting.  

This aspect is outlined in a story, which is reused while performing what the BG calls 
“gardening”, a practice for creating and cultivating legitimacy for their work in organizational 
life. In the same way as teachers use the chapters in a textbook to structure and organize the 
progression of their classes, for example, the BG does more or less the same. They use a core 
presentation to teach colleagues about how social media can be applied for external and internal 
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communications, which is modified according to the audience. In a way, they have an informal 
“textbook” to train colleagues in social media use. The courses are practically organized and 
held in the many computer labs in the Echo Organization used for internal training. Many course 
participants are in their late 40s and 50s, especially senior female employees, a user group 
assumed to be skeptical and not skilled in social media use. The course participants work across 
the entire Echo Organization, but have signed up because the clients they serve contact them or 
are on social media, meaning that they attend the courses to learn about internal and external 
communication.  

 

Considering the content in the courses, there are recurrent features. First, all courses start with 
the BG members introducing themselves, before the participants do the same. The members are 
curious to why the participants have signed up. They attend because they want to upgrade their 
competences. Many are skeptical of social media and their previous user experience is limited 
to Facebook use and e-mailing. Second, the BG members set out to explain the larger picture 
behind the structural changes in the social media landscape and how this influences 
organizations and work. This is done by connecting their story to larger ideas, symbols, and 
pictures that frame social media properly. Bill Gates, Mark Zuckerberg and Steve Jobs, for 
example, are agents of American innovation and proponents of the larger changes we are 
witnessing. Third, we learn that each session is organized by having a set of learning goals. 
Each course participant is to be given a basic understanding of what social media “is”, which 
is often referred to by the hashtag “#SoMe”, an abbreviation of “SOcial MEdia” used in the 
Twitter language. The BG members also present their definition of social media, “relation 
platforms based on user-generated content” (as shown in Figure 6.6). The BG members are 
interested in explaining that social media is more than just Facebook. There is a wide variety 
of platforms to choose from. Certain social media services are explained as having advantages, 
but the BG points out that online participation has certain risks and coworkers need to be wary 
of them. The participants are to have practical exercises. One is to teach them how to deal with 
the distortion that social media produces. Coworkers are briefly introduced to the popular 
cognitive mediation technique, “mindfulness” and “selective attention”, which has become a 
popularized mental technique to deal with information overload. The YouTube video with the 
“Invisible Gorilla Test” is widely used as an example on how future users must train themselves 
to filter non-essential information from their social media use, when engaging with the web’s 
participative culture (Chabris & Simons, 2010). The Invisible Gorilla Test video challenges 

Figure 6.6 The BG presents its definition of social media. 



230 
 

viewers to count the number of passes of a basketball between players with white and black 
shirts in silence. At some point, a gorilla strolls into the middle of play, faces the camera and 
thumps its chest, and then leaves, spending nine seconds on screen (as shown in Figure 6.7). 
The video is screened on all the courses and the participants are asked if they see the gorilla. 

 

Fourth, a central message in the BG’s story is the claim that social media is a reflection on 
general changes taking place in society at large. This means that changes in the social media 
landscape influence organizational life and work practice in new and unexpected ways. To 
substantiate this claim, the BG has looked to the IT management literature for support. Here, 
research shows that a vast majority of American employees in corporations increasingly bring 
their “private social software and user habits” to work, software that is not officially approved 
by organizations. The BG members have found surveys claiming that 47 percent of all 
technology users in American corporations use one or more web sites not approved by their 
employer to complete their job. In other words, the BG’s point is to show that social media is 
illicitly diffused and imported onto the organization’s turf. This causes a “convergence” 
between private social media user patterns and work practices. These conditions push forward 
the increased need to learn new themes in the work place, furthermore, to acknowledge that 
knowledge workers must be ready to become professional learners, making organizational 
learning a novel priority on the local agenda. The BG members tell that certain actors take 
advantage of and adapt to this work situation, the so-called “smart worker”. This rational actor 
has eight attributes: (1) aware of learning all the time, (2) will immediately have a solution to 
their problems, (3) shares their knowledge with others, (4) always trusts and depends on a social 
network of friends and coworkers, (5) has their best learning with and from close ties, (6) is 
updated within their professional field, (7) always works to be more productive, and (8) 
personally grows by being self-organized and using the autonomy their work offers. The BG 
injects another recursive theme into their story about the “smart worker”, which social media 
key speakers use when addressing social media and work. One of these is the so-called “Joy’s 
Law”, which states that; “No matter who you are, most of the smartest people work for someone 
else”. This metaphor implies that no matter how “smart” a worker considers him or herself, 

Figure 6.7 “The Invisible Gorilla Test”: YouTube video. 
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there is always another “smart worker” elsewhere one can contact. In this regard, the BG links 
this metaphor to a recurring challenge in resource management of organizations; when it has 
grown too large and complex, it can become difficult to manage and have a complete overview. 
The BG members use the iceberg as an analogy. From a distance, you only see its peak or the 
uppermost 20 percent, meaning that beneath the surface there is 80 percent of resources that 
can potentially be used. The smart worker will attempt to find these hidden resources in the 
organization. And one way of doing so is to use informal networks embedded in social media, 
as such ties can lead to the resources the smart worker is looking for. This strategy can reduce 
internal organizational barriers between departments. But to succeed in this way is never easy, 
the BG stresses, as the larger theme behind it is to engage with organizational culture and build 
trust in professional social networks. 

Fifth, the BG members redirect their attention in the story. The BG is now interested in showing 
colleagues that there is a variety of social media services, which can be used for bonding and 
bridging with new colleagues in the Echo Organization. They want to indicate that there is a 
variety of social media services suitable for solving and performing different tasks. Certain 
social media tools can be applied to improve productivity at work. Doodle, YouTube, bubble.us, 
Skype, Chatzy, and Google, for example, are classified as “team based”, while Evernote, 
Firefox and Google are custom-made for personal interactions. Other social media platforms 
are appropriate for retrieving and sharing of information. Google and Wikipedia can be used to 
find interesting resources, while GoogleAlerts, GoogleReader, and RSS are for staying updated 
on current events. Other social media services can be used for storing and sharing of content. 
GoogleDocs, PBworks, and Wikipedia, are web-based software that can be used to collaborate 
on distinct topics. SlideShare, Vimeo, Prezi, Flickr and Audacity can be used to share URL 
links, resources and ideas. Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, Google+, Yammer, Ning, can be for 
sharing and networking. In sum, the BG members argue there are “eight big social media 
platforms”: Google+, Facebook, Wikipedia, Yammer, LinkedIn, Flickr, YouTube, and Twitter, 
which can potentially be tailored to comprise an employee’s social media user pattern.  

Sixth, to conclude the BG’s story, the use of these social media services must respect the 
importance of netiquette and what role performance an employee wishes to create and perform 
him- or herself, when engaging in the social media universe. The BG argues that engaging on 
social media has advantages and pitfalls. And many will make errors when communicating 
online and one has to learn from them. To safeguard oneself from the risks of social media, the 
BG advises colleagues to read and follow the Echo Organization’s guidelines for social media 
use. By following them, an employee will be fine. But there are positive aspects to using social 
media: sharing can reduce the internal barriers claimed to exist in organizations; it allows 
information to travel fast and be distributed to many; workers can be better equipped to help 
each other; social media can “humanize” or “demystify” managers; social media can make the 
flow of information non-hierarchical; social media can make workers more productive and less 
dependent on geographic location; it can make one’s talents and competences visible to others; 
and social media can be a virtual “water cooler” allowing connection with coworkers. The BG 
members are eager to create an awareness that social media has many challenges, especially 
when trying to apply it to smoothen the flow of internal communication in the Echo 
Organization. Here, the barriers need to be overcome, with several factors at play: for example, 
colleagues may not listen to each other; they may refrain from sharing; people do not find what 
they are looking for on social media; some knowledge is too complex and is non-transferable; 
certain social media tools are not “social enough”; and social media is merely a channel for 
distortion and distracts workers from their work.  
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But there are ways to succeed. The BG argues that, mastering the art of sober socializing is a 
path to follow. And by adopting parts of the BG’s “external channel strategy” into your work 
practice, you can manage your online impression management regime on social media by 
“listen, share, and to be relevant”. 

The experiences of being educators 

For the BG, addressing social media for approximately 60 colleagues is an accomplishment. 
The self-initiated activity has taught the BG that the courses are more important than they 
initially imagined. They have been able to reach a social media user group, which is normally 
slow in adopting new technologies into their work practice:  

I-1:  Tutoring is more important than you believe. It’s essential to include the large 
group of people. We’re good at reaching the early adopters in the Echo 
Organization. They adopt. But to reach the large majority of ordinary employees 
who don’t start using new technology instantly, we had to go out and train them. 
That has been made very clear to us. 

This observation leads the BG to point out that early adopters are perhaps more prone to being 
self-organized and adopting new technologies by taking the initiative themselves. The early or 
late majority of technology users in organizations follows another path and rely more on other 
means to boost their personal technology competencies. They prefer to use organized training 
sessions offered by the organization itself, which can be interpreted as being dependable on 
institutional practices to adopt technology. On the other hand, the BG members have sensed an 
internal demand among colleagues for social media courses, but it is difficult to pinpoint why 
they hit a chord. For example, the BG members advertised them sparsely on the Echo 
Organization’s intranet. The BG assumes that the popularity of the courses spread by word of 
mouth by mouth. This means that the many presentations at workshops and conferences and 
visits to neighboring departments have created recognition and activated the flows of 
communication on the “the jungle telegraph”:  

Figure 6.8 Slide from training course “You will fail”. 
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I-2: We noticed that it had somehow spread. The first time we advertised all the 
social media courses, they were fully booked in two hours. 

But many factors contribute. Colleagues attend the courses for obvious reasons; they are 
uncertain how to use the variety of social media tools technically and practically and need 
guidance on how to use them and for what purpose. The most evident explanation is because 
of a growing organizational need to fill a knowledge gap. The BG speculates that employees 
have been encouraged by their managers. This means that social media now has support in the 
management structure, which the BG sees as positive: 

I-2:  They’ve been at gatherings for municipal managers. And there they talked. 
Someone has talked to someone who’s started using social media. Then there is 
a thought, “We have to do the same at our department”. My impression is that 
someone has been a bit stressed and freaked out. They sit here and there and they 
don’t know where to exactly start. And then they attend a social media training 
course, because they’ve realized there is a value, meaning they’re not completely 
unconscious when someone asks why they’re on Facebook.  

This marks a new direction and a boost in the social credibility of the BG’s work in the Echo 
Organization. Their work has exceeded internal departmental barriers. A couple of years ago, 
the BG members had to contact peers to talk about social media. The BG had to be proactive 
to draw attention to a matter they regarded as important. Now, the situation is reversed. The 
user group the BG wanted to “turn” to become permanent social media users, contacts them. 
Consequently, this means that the early focus on the conditions for “ildsjeler” or technology 
enthusiasts is downplayed: 

I-3:  Now, this technology enthusiast focus is not so evident, because they have 
formalized their work into the departments where they work. The technology 
enthusiasts have been people like us. People who only start doing something, 
taking the initiative. They made contact, but now there are more managers who 
realize that they have to do something and approach social media. And they’ve 
contacted us. And this is positive.  

The BG’s courses have a clear subtext, aspects that become sharper when seen in relation to 
how other actors in other organizations arrange their social media courses. In a sense, the BG 
is not the only actor taking on the role of educator, as internal training of employees in social 
media is a widespread trend in organizations across the country. The BG’s experience is that 
these courses often have too strong a “tool focus”, which implies emphasis on teaching 
colleagues user interface and the technicalities of social media. In addition, the BG members 
sense that colleagues in other organizations are inclined to institute mental barriers preventing 
adoption of social media. They may hide behind the rules and regulations of the organization’s 
“bureaucratic paper mill”, arguments that in reality serve to uphold established work practices. 
This represents a narrow approach to implementing social media in an organizational context. 
In this regard, the BG members have attempted to create a different focus in their social media 
courses. They systematically downplayed the “tool focus” and instead wanted that their 
colleagues to test the variety of social media and learn to create communicative practices to 
engage with peers in an online dialogue within and beyond the boundaries of the Echo 
Organization:  

I-2:  There’s a different focus. It’s not about what range of tools I have on my PC 
which matters. It’s not entirely appropriate to start there, I believe. It’s more a 
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question about communication and how we can talk better, how we reach each 
other. You have to have something to pass first. There’s little point listening to 
100 different channels, if you don’t have a dialogue. 

The larger “plot” behind the social media courses is challenging the Echo Organization’s 
organizational culture. Moreover, there is a goal to engage with the much feared IT silo 
mentality, which is assumed to dominate the flow of internal communication:  

I-2:  My impression is that many departments in the Echo Organization have their 
own culture, in a way, framed around “This is how we work here”. It’s like, 
“This is the way we have done it here, and we should continue to do it that way”. 
And you have the slogan, “Better in ring binders than on screen”. It says a bit 
about where you work digitally. 

To approach the IT silo mentality and organization culture, the social media courses aimed to 
motivate colleagues to engage in the microblogging service, Yammer. To work with that, 
practical “hands-on” exercises on how to use Yammer was part of the course material. But 
Yammer had a different role in the Echo Organization, before it emerged as the internal SNS. 
Yammer was first loosely adopted as part of the BG’s testing practice. In February 2009, certain 
BG members registered and started engaging on Yammer. But they soon abandoned it in favor 
of Elgg. At the same time, colleagues in the Communication Department started using it more 
systematically, as part of a technical back-up solution in case of a crisis situation in the 
municipality. This has meant that Yammer has been used regularly. The BG later redefined 
Yammer’s role, as it now could be used to enhance internal communication and bring down 
internal barriers. But as part of that ambition, other strategies are needed, as one cannot 
technically implement a SNS and hope that users start to engage. That is only a prescription for 
failed technology adoption. One needs other strategies to build a critical mass of SNS users. 
Someone must go out at the front and “pull” and “motivate” others to join the online 
community. The BG members have framed this practice as “online gardening”. Online 
gardening is an “imported” metaphor that plays on the logics of ordinary gardening. BG’s 
analogy is that in order to have a thriving online community, someone has to plant the seeds 
and add fertilizer and water, actions that are essential for the critical mass of users to expand 
and engage into a digital culture. The BG has solved this by sharing content, commenting, 
“liking”, and posting written status updates on Yammer. And this has to be performed 
continuously to make an online community sustainable. The BG’s online gardening has paid 
off; as of June 2012, they had managed to get 1000 of the 13,000 employees in the Echo 
Organization to register and engage with each other.  

Here, an important ambition with the social media course has been to motivate and prepare 
colleagues to enter into the online dialogue on Yammer, enabling them to perform connecting 
strategies and bond with colleagues:  

I-1:  The most important message from the social media courses has been relations, dialogue, 
listen, sharing, and to be relevant. And it’s not about the tools, it’s about organizational 
culture. And after we took the university course, for example, we started to understand 
the aspect about ties and social networks. We started to work differently and got a 
framework. We saw the meaning and importance of in-groups and out-groups traits, the 
network concept. Now it’s all about networking and connecting with people. We’ve 
understood that it is not about technology, but social relationships. This can be created 
through communication and interaction. And in continuation of that, what kind of 
communication and actions can be created elsewhere? To create relationships, we came 
across another subject here, that this can be achieved by small talk. 
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6.5  Summary 

The intention with this chapter has been to examine the dissertation’s third localized model, 
relation platforms. The case story examined a bottom-up initiative on how this model was 
embedded and socially constituted into an organizational context, showing how employees in 
organizations work professionally with social media and build competencies around it. This has 
been analyzed by looking at the work and the history of a group of colleagues who formed a 
social media competence group, called the Beta Group, in a public administration managing a 
large city municipality, which I called the Echo Organization. I have tried to chronicle the 
creation and outcome of a knowledge production process, showing the various ways in which 
the BG’s members created their own definition of social media as “relation platforms based on 
user-generated-content”. This understanding has been the result of the BG’s self-initiated 
research, experimentation, and reflection on their own practice and use of social media, which 
has been subject to changes as the group members have interacted with ongoing municipal 
priorities, goals, and activities in the organization where they work. Relation platforms consist 
of symbols and expressions adopted from contemporary web culture and are part of a wider 
genre repertoire on how employees can use and embed social media into their work practice, 
forming an organizational literacy on social media. This argument was covered over the 
chapter’s five parts. The first part tried to frame the model by connecting it to appropriate 
theoretical concepts used in organization research to explain the formation of communicative 
practices in online communities in organizations. This was done by discussing the terms genre 
and genre repertoire with perspectives on how professional practitioners create knowledge and 
understanding by reflection on their actions and experiences. The second part outlined a current 
tendency in Norwegian organizations, showing how private and public organizations manage 
social media in professional ways, which was illustrated by the rise of social media competence 
groups, the betas. The third part presented BG’s organizational affiliation and current crew. 
The fourth part analyzed distinct and significant events in the BG’s history, which have played 
an important role in the knowledge production process leading to their understanding of social 
media, covering the period from the fall of 2008 to the spring of 2012. The implications of the 
findings are discussed in the final chapter.  

 


