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Abstract 

Corporate websites are essential platforms through which firms introduce their goods and services on B2B and 
B2C level, express financial information for the stakeholders and share corporate values, purposes and activities. 
Due to its facilities, websites take part in firm positioning strategy. Accordingly this study aims to understand the 
innovation oriented positioning through corporate websites. The method applied in this study has been adapted 
from the 2QCV2Q Model developed by Mich and Franch (2000) to evaluate websites and top 30 firms with the 
highest Research and Development expenditures listed in Turkishtime (2015) have been analyzed. Within this 
context, this study presents a revised and updated method for the assessments of websites through positioning 
strategy framework. Findings indicate no direct relationship between website evaluation and R&D expenditure, 
though some common weaknesses have been put forward, such as information about management of the firms. 
Besides, publicly traded firms are recognized to facilitate websites more efficiently than non-publicly traded firms. 
Study contribute to both academia and practitioners as putting forward a new approach for 2QCV2Q Model and 
indicating the similarities and differences among the corporate websites through positioning perspective. 
Keywords: Innovation, Positioning, Website Evaluation, Turkey, Research&Development  

 
Öz 

Kurumsal web siteleri, firmaların ürünlerini ve hizmetlerini kurumlara ve son tüketiciye tanıttığı, paydaşlar için 
finansal bilgileri açıkladığı, kurumsal değerlerini, amacını ve etkinliklerini paylaştığı önemli platformlardır. 
Sağladığı faydalar sebebiyle, web siteleri konumlandırma stratejilerinin bir parçasıdır. Bu nedenle, bu çalışma 
inovasyon odaklı konumlandırmayı anlamayı amaçlamaktadır. Çalışmada, Mich ve Franch (2000) tarafından 
geliştirilen 2QCV2Q modeli web sitelerini değerlendirmek için uyarlanmıştır ve Turkishtime 2015 sıralamasında 
Ar-Ge’ye en fazla harcama yapan ilk 30 firmanın web siteleri incelenmiştir. Bu bağlamda, bu çalışma, 
konumlandırma stratejisi çerçevesinde web sitelerini değerlendirmek için gözden geçirilmiş ve güncellenmiş bir 
yöntem sunmaktadır. Bulgular, web sitesi değerlendirmesi ile Ar&Ge harcamaları arasında doğrudan bir ilişki 
olmadığını göstermekle birlikte; web sitesine yönelik bazı ortak zayıf noktaları ortaya çıkartmaktadır; örneğin 
yönetim alanında. Ayrıca, halka açık şirketlerin, halka açık olmayanlara kıyasla, web sitelerinden içerik açısından 
daha etkin faydalandığı görülmektedir. Çalışma, 5N1K modeli için yeni bir yaklaşım önermesi ve web sitelerinin 
benzerlik ve farklılıklarını konumlandırma çerçevesinden ortaya koyması açısından, hem akademisyenlere hem de 
uygulayıcılara katkıda bulunmaktadır. 
Anahtar Kelimeler: Yenilik, Konumlandırma, İnternet Sitesi Değerlendirme, Türkiye, Ar-Ge  

 
Introduction 

Internet and World Wide Web have changed the way of working, thinking, and 
communicating. Internet also plays a significant role in strategic positioning (Favre-Bonte and 
Tran, 2015), so as the websites (Simeon, 1999). As indicated by Pollach (2011), corporate 
websites are “for the purpose of presenting the organization to external stakeholder groups 
such as customers, investors or press” so work as “the control of information flow in support 
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of corporate image strategies” (Sullivan, 1999). Websites are also expected to provide high 
quality service for customer loyalty (Chuang et al., 2016) and may increase the customer 
dependence (Obal and Kunz, 2013). Correspondingly in business, a large number of firms 
facilitate websites which affects consumer satisfaction (Kim and Stoel, 2014; Faizan, 2016), 
business performance (Lee and Kozar, 2006) and purchase intention (Wells et al., 2011), all 
implying the importance of website quality on stakeholder’s decision. Chen et al. (2017) 
observing buyers’ loyalty in e-commerce websites, offer sellers to improve “their cognitive and 
structural capital with buyers through providing appropriate website quality”, indicating that 
social capital is also built via websites.  

Since websites play a crucial role, various studies examine corporate websites from 
different perspectives such as; website usability (Huang and Cappel, 2012), web based public 
relations (Kim et al., 2010b), website design (Jones and DeGrow, 2011; Jones, 2015), website 
accessibility (Al-Mouh and Al-Khalifa, 2016; Loiacono et al., 2009; Romano, 2002), meeting 
media/journalist needs (Coy, 2003), characteristics of e-commerce user-interface (Zhao et al., 
2006), marketing communications (Perry and Bodkin, 2002), sustainable information published 
in websites (Kunz and Ratliff, 2014), e-recruiting for human resources (Lee, 2005; Young and 
Foot, 2005), home page content and purpose (Liu et al., 1997), privacy policies (Liu and Arnett, 
2002), environmental responsibility (Kim et al., 2010a), corporate social responsibility (Smith 
and Alexander, 2013; Tang et al., 2015), brand equity (Argyriou et al., 2006), corporate identity 
communication (Mohammed et al., 2016) and systems offering high quality information 
(Edelweis et al., 2011). Besides only a few studies focus on strategic positioning via websites. 
For instance, Simeon (1999) analyzes websites via a novel approach which is composed of four 
subjects; attracting, informing, positioning, and delivering (AIPD). According to Simeon, “web 
site design, transaction types, market targeting, community relations, and links to domestic and 
international activities” analysis can be used for the evaluation of website positioning strategy. 
Though, as website content is examined through positioning strategy, this paper is more 
positioning oriented.   

On the other hand, innovation is essential for organizational survival and the value 
gathered through innovation is presented in terms of sales, profits, and growth (Cooper, 1984). 
Thus, high research and development (R&D) spending is accepted as a driver for organizational 
innovativeness. From this point of view, this article analyzes the top 30 firms with the highest 
R&D expenditure and thus recognizes those firms having innovation oriented positioning 
strategy. In order to evaluate the firm’s innovative oriented positioning in the market, a website 
is a less-recognized-tool respectively. 

Besides, innovation oriented positioning strategy do not intend an innovative firm. 
There are several tools that measure organizational innovativeness and criteria are mainly 
composed of several issues such as intellectual property, qualified human resources, capacity 
of R&D departments, R&D expenditure (Bulut et al., 2013). Considering the complexity in 
innovation measurement, innovation-focused strategic positioning of the website does not 
necessarily indicate an innovative firm.  

The evaluation of the firm website is not a new approach, although not evaluated to 
understand firm innovation oriented positioning strategy. The fundamental aim of this study is 
to evaluate the strategic positioning of high R&D spending firms in Turkey as listed in 
Turkishtime (2015) through corporate websites. 

How to Evaluate Corporate Websites 

Since websites include multilevel data, evaluation may be carried through different 
perspectives and samplings. There are several methodologies offered in literature such as 
content analysis (Kwon and Jeong, 2015), analytic hierarchical process (Bulíček and Drdla, 
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2015; Ecer, 2014), benchmarking (Johnson and Misic, 1999), decision tree (Sun et al., 2015), 
balanced scorecard (Kline et al., 2004), quality function deployment (Gonzalez et al., 2015), 
delphi method (Leite et al., 2014) etc. Though, no agreed method exists (Sun et al., 2015; Law 
and Buhalis, 2010).  

Sun et al. (2015) listed methods offered for travel and tourism-related websites. 
According to this list besides methodology; dependent and independent variables, target sample 
and unit of analysis diversify through studies. Moreover, some researchers focus on the 
perception of customers, while some evaluate a website through tangible facilities offered by 
the website. For instance, Williamson et al. (2010) analyzed corporate websites from the 
applicant’s point of view to comprehend its attractiveness, where results indicated that 
applicant’s perspective is positively affected by the amount of company and job related 
information and website vividness. On the other hand, the study by Usta (2007) evaluated the 
largest 100 firms listed by Istanbul Chamber of Commerce in Turkey regarding the marketing 
channels used in websites and comparing sectors.  

This study is not interested in customer perspective, instead of this, firm website is 
analyzed through a tangible perspective. Besides, this study facilitates a model offered by Mich 
and Franch (2000) to analyze websites, while the model is revised. 

Dimensions of Website Evaluation 

Since there are various sectors, there are also several websites specialized for different 
purposes. Some researchers focus on the evaluation of websites serving in a specific area such 
as e-commerce (Kang et al., 2016), travel and tourism (Law and Bhalis, 2010; Cengiz and 
Akkuş, 2015), sports (Chiu and Won, 2016), logistics (Bulíček and Drdla, 2015; Jain and 
Rangnekar, 2015) and health (Raj et al., 2016). Websites are evaluated according to various 
criteria which are sector specific for some cases. For instance, Liu et al. (2000) observes the 
quality dimensions of e-commerce websites under the topic of information, learning capability, 
playfulness, system quality, system use and service quality. Observing hotel websites, Chung 
and Law (2003) define dimensions to be; facilities information, customer contact information, 
reservation information, surrounding area information and management of website. There are 
also various studies related to tourism, offering several evaluation methodologies (Murphy et 
al., 1996). Apart from sectoral diversion, for some cases, website evaluation dimensions are 
offered for a general purpose such as Bai et al. (2008), defining two major classifications of 
website quality; functionality and usability. In this model, functionality is composed of 
purchase information, service/product information, destination information, quality of 
information and contact information where usability is composed of language, layout and 
graphics, information architecture, user interface-navigation, general (Bai et al., 2008). 

Due to having divergent scales in evaluating the website, the model of Mich and Franch 
(2000) is used because of its convenience and functionality. The model, called 2QCV2Q Model 
(also known as 5W1H), covers a wide range of facilities of websites, and composed of six 
dimensions: 

 Identity (Who): A site with a strong brand identity remains impressed on the minds of 
those who visit it and forcefully conveys the company’s image. The existence of an 
organization chart, corporation logo, vision/mission statement, company history and 
message from CEO are considered as the indicators of dimension of identity. 

 Content (What): Content is evaluated in terms of the site’s coverage of its domain 
according to the requirements of the user. Links (available services), product 
information, coverage (innovation related information), quality certificates, information 
related with customers, suppliers, references, news from new products/services, press 
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releases, issues related social responsibility, environment sustainability reports, 
financial information, annual report. 

 Service (Why): The functions offered by the site are evaluated from the perspective of 
the users. Email, newsletter, FAQ, human resources/employment opportunities, 
customer service/support. 

 Location (Where): This dimension concerns both the reachability of a site and the ability 
of the user to interact with the host and also with the other users. Reachability of site, 
contact information, social media use (LinkedIn, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Google 
Plus, YouTube, blog, journal or periodical or press release). 

 Management (When): Management of a site involves updating the information that it 
provides. Update (proper functioning and operability of website), currency of dates, 
tools, broken links. 

 Usability (How): The last dimension of the model concerns all the aspects, which enable 
relatively undemanding use of site in terms of time or cognitive input. Evaluation starts 
with the hardware and software requirements to access the website. It is expected to 
reach the website by any internet browser and that it doesn’t require unnecessary plug-
ins. Other components are accessibility, hardware and software requirements, 
sitemap/table of contents, people with disabilities, search engine, language options. 

The application of the model is not defined in standardized rules, which makes it 
possible to adapt the scale for this study, from a sample-focused perspective. Kamanlioglu and 
Emiroglu (2009) also analyzed the corporate websites in fishery sector, using 2QCV3Q model, 
modifying and adding a new dimension as “feasibility”, while removing “location” from the 
adapted model. Distinctly, this classification includes some other dimensions such as; product 
size information, product packaging information and product cycle, online guest book/comment 
or order form, links to other related sites, back to the top of the page link, consistent page 
hierarchy, download section, printing of pages available etc. (Kamanlioglu and Emiroglu, 
2009). 

Methodology 
Purpose of Research 

The primary purpose is to present an evaluation of website positioning strategy through 
an improved assessment tool of firms with the highest amount of R&D expenditure in Turkey 
as listed in Turkishtime (2015). Besides, the main characteristics, similarities and differences 
of websites have been analyzed and taken into account the sectoral diversity. 

 
Research Questions 

Throughout this research, the answers of three fundamental questions are investigated 
meticulously. Through the corporate websites of the firms, the primary questions are addressed 
below: 

1. What are the characteristics of the corporate websites of the firms with the highest R&D 
expenditures in Turkey? 

2. What are the similarities and differences of these corporate websites? 

3. What factors or characteristics come into prominence in the evaluation of these corporate 
websites through positioning strategy perspective? 
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Sample and Method    

The sample size consists of the thirty most innovative firms in Turkey announced by 
“Turkishtime R&D 250” list in 2015, based on their R&D spending. In order to comprehend 
these top 30 firms, in-depth analysis of firm’s corporate websites is carried, based on the 
adapted model of Mich and Franch (2000). Table 1 in the following section represents the 
previous model and the adapted model for the researched corporate firms. Corporate websites 
of the firms are analyzed related to six dimensions of the model. The google search engine 
allows searching for keywords in a particular website. Google research engine is also facilitated 
related to some keywords linked to the dimension.  

Two of the firms are recognized to be not operating anymore, so the sample size became 
28. Additionally, by filling the contact form of each firm in their websites, a general question 
about what type of innovative activities they have in their firms, is sent to twenty eight firms to 
determine their attention to customer requests and speed of return. Although, five of all firms 
sent an auto-reply stating that they will contact us soon, only three of the firms sent a special 
reply in the following month after sending the contact form. 

The dimensions are composed of various number of sub-indicators, each of them are 
nominal variables. Level of categorization for sub-indicators is the same within one dimension 
and it is coded as 0-1-2 shown in Appendix 1. Only for two dimensions namely “location” and 
“management”, the categorization is presented as 0-1 due to the special feature and self-
definition of these sub-indicators. Thus, some dimensions are composed of two level 
categorized sub-indicators, while some are three level categorized, where the research of 
Kamanlioglu and Emiroğlu (2009) used only two level (0 and 1) categorization for evaluation. 

Summing up the evaluation value of dimensions for firm ‘f’, result in having a total 
website evaluation degree (Tf). In order to calculate Tf, six dimensions are calculated 
considering the sub-indicators. Since there are six dimensions in the model, Tf is calculated 
according to the evaluations of each dimension (D). Considering the dimension “Identity”, the 
value of Identity (DIdentity) is calculated according to the evaluation of its sub-indicators. Each 
dimension is composed of k number of sub-indicators, where k is equal to 6 for the dimension 
Identity (kIdendity = 6) as seen in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Sample evaluation of the dimension “Identity” for the firm Q 

Firm 
Name 

Organizational 
chart 

Corporation 
logo 

Vision-
mission 

statement 

Company 
history 

Board of 
Directors 

Message from 
Top 

Management 

Q 2 1 2 0 2 1 

      

In order to evaluate the firm’s degree in dimension Identity (DIdentity), one should 
consider the level of categories in the sub-indicators of Identity. For instance, indicators in 
Identity are evaluated in three levels (0, 1 and 2), though sub-indicators of Location is evaluated 
in two levels (0 and 1). For the case of Identity, since there are three categories, c is equal to 3 
(cidentity=3), for the case of Location, c is equal to 2 (clocation=2). 

In order to calculate the D value, possible maximum value indicating the value of a dimension 
for highest rated sub-indicators, is evaluated as (c-1)*k. Observing the dimension 
Identity,  assume that all sub-indicators are rated with the highest value they can have, which is 
2 in this case.  All sub-indicators getting the value of 2, means a total value of 2*6, which is 
equal to 12. This means possible maximum value is calculated as (c-1)*k =(3-1)*6, which is 
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equal to 12 for dimension Identity. So the level of each sub-indicator affects the evaluation of 
D, therefore T values.  

On the other actual value of dimension is calculated, which is equal to sum of the value 
of sub-indicators (Sk). The evaluation of the indicator “Organizational Chart” is expressed as; 
S1, evaluation of the indicator “Corporate Logo” is expressed as; S2 and so on. Each value of 
sub-indicator (Sk) summed up, for the dimension Identity, actual value of Identity is calculated 
as 8. Final value of the dimension DIdentity is calculated as; 

��������� =
Actual Value

�������� ������� �����
100 

 

��������� =
��� +  ���  +  ���  +  ���  +  ���  +  ���

(� 1) �
100

=
2 +  1 +  2 +  0 +  2 +  1

(3 1) 6
100 = 66,67 

Although the highest value is 12, actual value is 8, which indicates a %66,7 success. 
Same calculations are carried for other dimensions for the firm f. The DIdentity value evaluated 
above is the evaluation for the firm f in one dimension. Once we know there are 6 dimensions 
in total, overall evaluation (Tf) is the average of DIdentity, DContent, DService, DLocation, DManagement 
and DUsability. 

To summarize, the value of a dimension (Dn) is calculated according to the actual and maximum 
possible value of the dimension. Possible maximum value represents the possible highest value 
of a dimension can have; while actual value is the sum of the evaluations of sub-indicators (Sk). 
Percentage of the actual value of the dimension within the highest value is calculated as; 

�� =
∑ S�

�
���

(� 1) �
100 

This formula [(c-1)*k] is the greatest value for a firm to have in a specific dimension, so the Dn 

represents the achievement percentage of the firm with regard to the greatest value.    

 Findings 

Although the study started with top thirty firms with the highest R&D spending, two of 
the firms were excluded, one due to inaccessibility to the website. For the other one, firms is 
also the sub-company of another, so these firms use the same website for the reason of vast 
amount of common knowledge. Therefore, the final sample size is reduced to twenty eight 
firms. Through the analysis of these firms, the measurement scale is adapted related to the 
sample websites. Moreover, analysis is carried according to the modified scale, as indicated in 
below sections.   

Reconsideration of the Measurement Scale 

Dimensions offered by 2QCV2Q Model are modified in order to obtain sample-
specialized sub-indicators for this research. Some sub-indicators such as “contact 
information”, exist in every sample website. The indicators existing in all twenty eight firms 
which means there is no differentiation between firms, are not considered to be significant for 
the evaluation and are removed. On the other hand, some extra sub-indicators, such as “multiple 
domain”, are considered significant and added to the model. Added indicators are considered 
to be significant and highly relevant for the sample websites. The removed sub-indicators are; 
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“links”, “News from new products / services, press releases”, “reachability of website”, 
“accessibility”, “contact information”, “FAQ”; where added sub-indicators are “multiple 
website domains” and “journal, periodical or press release”.  

Appendix 1 presents the adapted model and also summarizes the evaluation categorization of 
indicators. The categorization is not offered as a standard tool to evaluate the quality of 
websites, contrarily the categories are constructed according to the sample. Sample specific 
category construction is discussed in conclusion with pros and cons. 

Demographics of Firms 

Demographic factors emphasize the top firms in Turkey in terms of R&D expenditure 
for 2014, the industry they are in, the number of personnel working in research and development 
and partnership condition. Besides being the most innovative firms as a common point, firms 
vary according to the sectors, cities and company structure. Table 2 summarizes the differences 
of the firms. 

Table 2: Demographic Firm Characteristics 

Area Distribution 

Provinces Istanbul: 15 (%53,6) 
Ankara: 4 (%14,3) 
Kocaeli 3 (%10,7) 
Eskişehir: 2 (%7,1)            
Izmir: 1 (%3,6) 
Bursa: 1 (%3,6) 
Adana: 1 (%3,6) 
Sakarya: 1 (%3,6) 

Number of staff Average: 9945 employees/22 firms (available) = 452 
Max. - Min. numbers : 2152 - 32 

Customer Profile BtoB: 15 (%53,6) 
BtoC: 13 (%46,4) 

Structure of 
Stakeholders 

Established with foundation cooperation: 7 (%0,25) 
Firms in connection with the conglomerate: 10 (%35,7) 
Firms publicly-traded: 18 (%64,3) 

Industry Automotive: 8 (%28,5) 
Consumer electronics, home appliance, digital products: 4 (%14,2) 
Defense: 4 (%14,2) 
Telecommunication, Information and Communication Technologies: 3 
(%10,7) 
Health: 2 (%7,1) 
Aviation and Space Industry: 2 (%7,1) 
Manufacturing of  industrial nylon, polyester yarn, tire cord fabric, 
single end cord: 1 (%3,5) 
Glass, glassware, glass packaging, chemicals: 1 (%3,5) 
Refining and Petroleum Products: 1 (%3,5) 
Software: 1 (%3,5) 
Paints: 1 (%3,5) 

Identity 
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Identity as a dimension is composed of six indicators as seen in Appendix 1, which are all 
categorized in three levels. The result for identity is presented in Table 3.  

 
Table 3. Findings for the indicators of “Identity” 

Sub-Indicator Average of Sub-
indicator 
Values 

Range of 
category 

% of each 
category 

Standard deviation 
between firms 

Organization chart 0,54 0-2 0:%60,7 
1:%25,0 
2:%14,3 

0,74 

Corporation logo 1,36      0:%3,6 
1:%57,1 
2:%39,3 

0,56 

Vision / Mission 
statement 

1,14 0:%39,3 
     1:%7,4 

2:%53,6 

0,97 

Company history 1,32      0:%3,6 
1:%60,7 
2:%35,7 

0,54 

Board of Directors 0,82 0:%46,4 
1:%25,0 
2:%28,5 

0,84 

Message from CEO, 
Top Management 

0,39 0:%67,8 
1:%25,0 
2:%7,14 

0,63 

As seen in Table 3, information about firm identity is not properly given in corporate 
websites of these firms. Amongst these firms, only one firm’s website has information about 
all indicators. Besides, the highest deviation is seen in Vision and Mission statements where 
almost %40 of the firms does not publish firm’s mission or vision in corporate websites. 
Indicators of organizational chart and board of directors may be expected to be evaluated 
similarly, though as seen in Appendix 1, there is a significant difference in evaluation. Unlike 
the indicator “organizational chart”, management committee is expressed as a schema in every 
sample, so the categorization differentiated for these two indicators. 

 Content 

Table 4 represents seven indicators of “Content” dimension showing the average, range and 
percentage of categories and standard deviation. 

Table 4: Findings for the indicators of “Content” 

Sub-Indicator Average of 
Sub-indicator 

values 

Range 
of 

category 

% of each 
category 

Standard 
deviation 

between firms 

Product information 1,21 0-2        0:%0            0,42 
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1:%78,5 
2:%21,4 

Innovation related 
information 

1,11 0:%17,9 
1:%53,6 
2:%28,6 

0,68 

Certificates 1,07 0:%28,6 
1:%35,7 
2:%35,7 

0,81 

Information related with 
stakeholders (customers, 
suppliers etc.) 

0,89 0:%32,1 
1:%46,4 
2:%21, 

0,74 

Issues related with 
environment or 
sustainability report 

0,54 0:%57,1 
1:%32,1 
2:%10,7 

0,69 

Issues related with social 
responsibility 

1,43 0:%10,7 
1:%35,7 
2:%53,6 

0,69 

Financial 
information/report 

1,46 0:%17,8 
1:%17,8 
2:%64,3 

0,79 

     

When the product information is considered, relation with the existence of multiple domains 
should be underlined. Two of the firms in group 2, use multiple domains and product details 
can be achievable in the subordinate domain. For instance, one-fifth of firm’s product 
information exist in a separate website. However, product information is attainable with one 
click or exist in main page in the vast majority of firms. Innovation related information do not 
exist in %17 of firms. However, innovation information exist as a separate section in close to 
one-third of firms and exist within other sections in half of firms. In one-third of firms, a 
separate section related with stakeholder information does not exist. However, in close to half 
of firms, there is a section/information for one particular stakeholder and in one-fifth of firms, 
there is a section/information for more than one stakeholder. Regarding to financial reports that 
firms share on corporate websites, only five firms give no financial information. In addition, 
more than half of firms post financial information or annual reports on their websites and %18 
share that kind of information as information society service via redirecting to another website.  

Service 

Table 5 emphasizes seven indicators of “Service” dimension showing the average, range and 
percentage of categories and standard deviation. 

Table 5: Findings for the indicators of “Service” 

Sub-Indicator Average of Sub-
indicator values 

Range of 
category 

% of each 
category 

Standard deviation 
between firms 

Email 0,86 0-2 0:%42,9 
1:%28,6 

0,85 
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2:%28,6 

Contact form 1,32 0:%21,4 
1:%25,0 
2:%53,6 

0,82 

News/announcements 1,00 0:%17,9 
1:%64,3 
2:%17,9 

0,61 

Newsletter 0,82 0:%35,7 
1:%46,4 
2:%17,9 

0,72 

Human resources 
/employment opportunities 

1,57 0:%7,1 
1:%28,6 
2:%64,3 

0,63 

Customer service/support 0,89 0:%14,3 
1:%82,1 
2:%3,6 

0,42 

Investor relations/support 1,39 0:%17,9 
1:%25,0 
2:%57,1 

0,78 

 

As stated in Table 5, an e-mail address does not exist in almost half of websites whereas one 
mail address (generally customer service) exists in one-third of firm’s websites and more than 
one e-mail address exists in one-third of firm’s websites. It seems that most of the firms prefer 
contact forms on their websites. For the news and newsletter, in general, firms are likely to 
share news and announcements on their corporate websites and more than half of them have 
newsletter and publications. Human resources is another important indicator that vast majority 
of firms use corporate websites as a recruitment tool. Regarding to customer services, little 
attention is given to customer services or support on websites. However, majority of websites 
provides customer services such as products, services or after-sales services. On the other hand, 
firms place more emphasis on investor relations or support as more than half of firms have a 
particular section for investor relations. 

Location                     

Table 6 mainly emphasizes eight indicators of “Location” dimension showing the average, 
range and percentage of categories and standard deviation. 

 
Table 6: Findings for the indicators of “Location” 

Sub-Indicator Average of Sub-
indicator values 

Range of 
category 

% of each category Standard deviation 
between firms 

LinkedIn 0,68 0-1 0:%32,1 
1:%67,9 

0,47 

Facebook 0,75 0:%25,0 
1:%75,0 

0,44 

Twitter 0,71 0:%28,6 
1:%71,4 

0,46 
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Blog 0,11 0:%89,3 
1:%10,7 

0,31 

Google plus 0,43 0:%57,1   
1:%42,9 

0,50 

YouTube 0,71 0:%28,6 
1:%71,4 

0,46 

Instagram 0,39 0:%60,7 
1:%39,3 

0,49 

Journal, periodical 
or press release 

0,78 0:%21,4 
1:%78,6 

0,42 

 

Highly preferred social platform is Facebook, besides video sharing via YouTube is also 
prevalent for most of the firm’s corporate websites. Yet more, journal, periodical or press 
release is also highly preferred by the firms. On the other hand, vast majority of firms do not 
have a blog, they use other media tools. More than half of the firms have a LinkedIn account. 

 
Management 

Management is composed of four indicators; one of them is added by the authors. Although 
more information is needed to fully understand the quality of website management, since the 
information is gathered through websites only, the indicators are covering only a part of 
management process. 

Table 7: Findings for the indicators of “Management” 

Sub-Indicator Average of Sub-
indicator values 

Range of 
category 

% of each 
category 

Standard deviation 
between firms 

Information of site 
update 

0,03 0-1 0:%96,4 
1:%3,6 

0,19 

Live support - 
online chat 

0,03 0:%96,4 
1: %3,6 

0,19 

Multiple website 
domains 

0,43 0:% 57,1 
1:% 42,9 

0,50 

Broken links 0,78 0:% 89,3 
1:%10,7 

0,42 

As seen in Table 7, a clear differentiation can be recognized in live support, where only 
one firm’s website offers this property. For the indicator of “broken links”, since the term is 
negative unlike any other indicators in the model, the evaluation is different as seen in Appendix 
1. 

Besides, multiple website domains are mostly observed in international and sub-firms, 
in some cases the product details are in another domain. For only one firm, the existence of 
second domain is not related to being a sub-company, but as we guess, the website is on the 
way of changing and some data is still accessible from the previous website domain. 

When broken links are considered, during the website evaluation even if there is only 
one broken link (for instance “news” is announced in the ribbon menu, though not achievable 
when clicked), than the firm is considered in the category of ‘1’. 
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Usability          

Table 8 stresses four indicators of “Usability” dimension showing the average, range and 
percentage of categories and standard deviation. 

Table 8: Findings for the indicators of “Usability” 

Sub-Indicator Average of Sub-
indicator values 

Range of 
category 

% of each 
category 

Standard deviation 
between firms 

Site map/table of 
contents 

0,82 0-2 0:%57,1 
1:%3,6 
2:%39,3 

0,98 

People with 
disabilities 

0,11 0:%92,9 
1:%3,6 
2:%3,6 

0,42 

Search engine 0,61 0:%17,9 
1:%3,6 
2:%78,6 

0,78 

Language options 1,00 0:%17,9 
1:%64,3 
2:%17,9 

0,61 

    

Site map or table of contents do not exist in more than half of firms. They are attainable 
with one click in a few firms and they exist in main page in %39 of firms. People with 
disabilities are underestimated in general. Only one of all firms has a particular link, and one 
provides special services for people with disabilities. Information related with people with 
disabilities do not exist in vast majority of firms. In general, search engine exists in majority of 
firms. Regarding to language options, more than half of firms offer bilingual web pages as 
Turkish and English; and foreign language options more than one exist in %17 of firms in their 
websites. 

Inter-dimensional Evaluation  

In this section, above mentioned findings are examined in accordance with the inter-
dimensional perspective. Considering the demographics, the province that the firm is located is 
not evaluated in these sections, due to the low frequency in Izmir, Bursa, Adana and Sakarya, 
which would reveal the name of the firm. Instead of these issues, serving BtoB or BtoC, and 
being publicly-traded company are considered as seen in Table 9. 

Table 9: The value (%) of dimensions according to demographic diffraction. 

* BtoB BtoC 

Dimension Not Publicly-Traded Publicly-Traded Not Publicly-Traded Publicly-Traded 

Identity 40,5 60,4 33,3 44,4 

Content 35,7 67,9 44,6 63,5 

Service 48,0 67,9 44,6 57,1 

Location 41,1 65,6 56,3 62,5 

Management 14,3 20,3 6,3 19,4 
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Usability 51,8 42,2 31,3 45,8 

*The number of firms in BtoB is: 7 (not publicly-traded firms), 8 (publicly-traded firms) where 
BtoC is; 4 (not publicly-traded firms) and 9 (publicly-traded firms). 

As seen in Table 9, being a publicly-traded firm effect the website evaluation results 
positively in overall and in every dimension, except Usability in BtoB. This may be related to 
the concern of publicly-traded firms to be posed like a preferable investment. 

Ranking 28 firms evaluated within this study according to the overall website quality. 
Management is considered to be the lowest competency for almost every firm, which is 
questioned in conclusion.   

It is essential to understand the highly graded firm websites and the first five firms in 
overall website quality ranking are observed. Firms are named as A to E where A is the firm 
having the highest degree from the overall website quality value and not necessarily related to 
the innovative firm ranks of Turkishtime. Evaluations are shown as a radar chart. As seen in 
Figure 1, the lowest value of the first five firms is about the management of websites, relatedly 
the deviation in this dimension is zero. On the other hand; identity, content, service and location 
are the dimensions that the websites are well developed in. There is a clear differentiation of 
firm D, which is relatively well constructed in content, usability and identity. 

 
Figure 1: First (A-E)  and last (U-Z) five firm’s value in dimensions, in the evaluation of website 

 

In order to compare the evaluations for the lowest five firms, similarly firms are named 
as U-Z. The radar chart is also seen in Figure 1. As seen in Figure 3, firms having the lowest 
value from the overall evaluation of the website (Df) show great diversification unlike the first 
five firms. Unexpectedly, the firm “W” is included in all channels to communicate with the 
customers as seen in “Location”, clearly having the highest degree (75) amongst firms U-Z. 
Also, the firm “X” has the greatest value (75) in Usability dimension amongst the 28 firms. 

For an overall evaluation, there is no direct relationship between R&D spending and 
website quality; though there are several issues to be discussed. Management is recognized to 
be the weakest dimension for almost every firm. Considering the overall website scores (see 
Figure 2),  the highest website score belongs to the highest R&D spending firm. Apart from 
that, there is no direct relationship between the variables. Some firms are also recognized to 
facilitate websites more than others. 
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  Figure 2: R&D Spending of the firms ranked according to overall score of website evaluation 

 

Evaluation of Findings 

The aim of the paper is to understand the innovation oriented positioning of high R&D 
spending firms. Corporate websites of the firms are analyzed via 2QCV2Q Model. The Model 
is also composed of six dimensions, all of which have different quantity of indicators. Since 
2QCV2Q Model provides a general framework for evaluating web sites, sub-indicators of the 
dimensions are determined related to the sample web sites. 

According to the demographics, firms mostly operate in Istanbul and the top three 
industries are “Automotive”, “Consumer electronics, home appliance, digital products” and 
“Defense”. Firms in defense sector are recognized to be the supplier of government military 
forces military forces, mostly related to a foundation, where %28 of firms is related to 
foundations. On the other hand, this study is not present in any sector-based differentiation due 
to the low frequencies. 

Observing the first dimension Identity, it is about the firm’s expression of core values 
(mission and vision), top management, organization of employees etc. Even if identity is 
expected to be crucial information in the website, results indicate high deviation especially for 
the indicator “message from CEO”. In this case, one should question the relationship of mission 
and vision, or the message of CEO for several stakeholders, with the positioning strategy of 
firm through its identity. 

Content as being another dimension offered by 2QCV2Q is not directly related to the 
detailed analysis of whole website content, but mostly is based on the existence of a pre-
specified information such as product information. Firms have different ways of presenting 
their product through their corporate websites. Mainly, product information is attainable with 
one click or exist in main page in %78 of firms. Surprisingly, innovation related information 
do not exist in %18 of these firms. However, information about innovation exist as a separate 
section in %28 of firms and exist within other sections in more than half of the firms. Firms 
present their certificates in various ways. In %28 of firms, certificates are either not mentioned 
or firm does not have a certificate. Specifically, in %35 of firms, certificates are mentioned in 
websites but are not accessible. Firms also deal with their various stakeholders in several ways. 
However, in close to half of firms, there is a section for one particular stakeholder and in one-
fifth of firms there is a section/information for more than one stakeholder. Matters related with 
social responsibility are also emphasized in vast majority of the firms. 

Websites offering various services are analyzed through service dimension. Indicators 
of service can be discussed considering studies about website service quality related to e-
commerce (Ahmad et al., 2016), browsing time (Postelnicu et al., 2016) and other several 
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studies (Chuang et al., 2016). Service is a dimension which can be measured through widely 
different perspectives. According to the model used in this study, service is considered through 
customers, job seekers and investors’ perspectives, besides a general evaluation through e-mail, 
newsletter etc. Results indicate that lowest standard deviation is recognized in customer service 
support, where the average of the firms is 0,89. Besides, the indicator of human 
resources/employment opportunities also shows the highest average of 1,57. 

Firms highly associated with internet are expected to be using social media and other 
tools, as the dimension “location” investigates. According to the results, highly preferred 
location is “journal, periodical, press release” indicator, the reason of it’s highly preference 
may be related to the fact that this indicator is composed of similar locations as a group. Besides, 
Facebook, Youtube and Twitter are the most facilitated social media tools. At this point, it 
should be indicated that the results are based on the shared information in the websites, which 
means that a firm having a twitter account is counted as ‘1’, only if it is indicated in the firm’s 
official website. Plus, more than half of the firms have a LinkedIn account. In general, it is 
assumed that the usage of social media will further increase with different tools in the near 
future. 

Management of the website is another issue to be considered in website evaluation. In 
the modified model, management dimension holds the lowest number of indicators amongst 
other dimensions. Current indicators of management also hold the lowest standard deviation. 
Kamanlioglu and Emiroglu (2009) also indicate low deviation in management dimension (they 
express this dimension as maintenance), though management is also recognized to be the most 
constructed dimension for the websites. 

Besides, as seen in Appendix 1, the indicators of live support and information about site 
update, a few firm websites are considered to be sufficiently constructed. Serving with multiple 
website domains is also another issue to be discussed, since mostly foreign originated firms 
tend to have the same details in a second website domain. Though one of the firms have two 
domains where these websites have different designs and complementary knowledge. 

Dimension “usability”, is composed of four indicators such as management, but the 
standard deviation of indicators are respectively high. Website facilities for people with 
disabilities are low since only one firm is evaluated to have facilities and it has only live support 
and needs to be improved. 

A specific differentiation is recognized amongst publicly traded and not publicly traded 
firms through the evaluation of websites. Publicly traded firms are recognized to have higher 
score for almost every dimension; this result may be related to the firm’s concern to be more 
attractive for investors. There are several studies observing publicly traded firms according to 
financial issues (Gentry, 1994; Gilligan and Skrepnek, 2013) business ethics (Gunthorpe, 
1997), firm management (Millstein and MacAvoy, 1998). Though, a study observing the 
differences of publicly traded firms’ website is not recognized to be carried, so the results could 
not be compared to literature. In a nutshell, the website evaluation of the firms with the highest 
R&D expenditure in Turkey-centric papers is practically non-existent which indicates the 
significant contribution of this paper. 

 
Conclusion 

The main purpose of this research is to investigate the positioning of firms through 
corporate websites, where corporate website of high R&D spending firms in Turkey, listed in 
Turkishtime is evaluated. There are three research questions investigating (1) characteristics of 
the firm websites, (2) similarities and differences of the websites and (3) evaluation of corporate 
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websites through positioning strategy. First two questions are analyzed through the dimensions 
and indicators offered by 2QCV2Q Model, via comparison graphs. Besides, the evaluation 
process is modified in order to improve the wealth of data, obtain sample specific results and 
offer a clearly indicated evaluation for practitioners and academicians. For the third question, 
overall results indicate no direct relationship between model scores and R&D spending. 
Though, results indicate weak interest in management dimension, regardless of the amount of 
R&D spending. Besides, some dimensions such as Location, is recognized to be strongly 
indicated due to some firm specific cases. 

Although, the list of highest R&D spending firms published by Turkishtime can be 
achievable in order to keep the firm name hidden, results are carefully presented and some 
details are not indicated purposely. Due to the low frequencies, firms are not indicated through 
sectors in order not to decipher the firms. Considering the various sectors of most innovative 
firms in Turkey, similarities and differences in construction of websites are also analyzed. In 
addition, for the innovativeness of the firms, this research focused only on the R&D 
expenditures of firms although literature provides many other antecedents for innovation 
orientation.  

The most critical part in this research is to adapt the measurement according to the 
sample. As a result of the pre-test, some indicators take place in every firm’s website, thus 
removed from the scale because they would be statistically insignificant. Kamanlioglu and 
Emiroglu (2009) also recognized %64 of indicators to be insignificant related to the same issue. 
Therefore, these indicators are decided to be out of evaluation through a sample-specific 
perspective. On the other hand, extracted indicators may be used for future studies and some 
other indicators can be added based on the purpose of research also. 

For this study, relatively long time is allocated for the consideration of the analysis 
related to time constraints and difficulty in reaching specific data. Due to different 
categorization of the indicators, dimensions are re-evaluated for a couple of times in order to 
obtain same number of categories (at least) within a dimension. Though, the whole scale is not 
considered to be appropriate for a three level categorization (evaluations as 0, 1 or 2). After the 
evaluation of firms and setting the proper categorization, the second challenging issue has come 
into prominence; the way of evaluation. Since the data is categorical and sample size is 
relatively low, a standard method such as regression, confirmatory component analysis or 
cluster analysis is not logical to be applied. A clear statement of evaluation methodology may 
inspire practitioners to apply the scale, where the indicators may be reconsidered related to the 
quality and quantity of sample. 

The relativeness of indicators to the dimension is another issue that can be discussed for 
further research. For instance, a new dimension related to innovation can also be included in 
the model, or indicators may be shifted to another existing dimension. For example, innovative 
capacity may be a new dimension for innovative firm website evaluation. Also, the way of 
measurement methodology may be reconsidered, such that researchers may get in touch with 
the firm staff responsible from the website management for the dimension of “management”. 
For future studies, other firms or firms in specific industries by categorization and different 
methodology can be analyzed as well. Besides these top 28 innovative firms, other firms listed 
in Turkishtime, considering other perspectives, not just the R&D expenditures, can also be 
evaluated with different measurement factors or indicators. Besides, this study can be widened 
by evaluating through SERVQUAL (Parasuraman et al., 1985) which is widely used for 
measuring service quality (Chuang et al., 2016). Since this study only focuses on the actual 
service quality, the expected service quality through customer perspective can be measured. 
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As a fact, here are two main gaps intended to be filled with this study. One is to put in 
practice of the 2QCV2Q model for the innovation oriented positioning firms and second is to 
see the relationship between positioning and corporate website comprehending various 
dimensions. This study stands as a first step to develop an innovation-related website 
evaluation, reminding the fact that no strict tool is offered to evaluate the firm websites. This 
research sheds a light and rises more research questions in this field of study for both researchers 
and practitioners.  
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Appendix 1 

Dimension Indicator Evaluation/Categorization 

Identity Organizational Chart Not exist (0) 
Exist as a list (1) 
Exist as schema (2) 

Corporation Logo Not proper colors, firm name is not 
characteristic and logo does not exist (0) 
Not proper colors or firm name is not 
characteristic or logo does not exist (1) 
Proper colors, logo exist and firm name is 
characteristic (2) 

Vision/Mission Statement Not exist (0) 
Exist only one of them (1) 
Exist together (2) 

Company History Not exist (0) 
Exist as text (1) 
Exist as dynamic schema (2) 

Message From Top Management Not exist (0) 
Exist for a single manager (1) 
Exist for more than one manager (2) 

Management Committee Not exist (0) 
Exist as schema (1) 
Exist with the cv of managers (2) 

Content Product Information Not exist (0) 
Attainable with one click or in main page 
(1) 
Exist in separate web site (2) 

Innovation Related Information Not exist (0) 
Exist within other sections (1) 
Exist as a separate section (2) 

Certificates Not exist (0) 
Exist but documents are not attainable (1) 
Exist and documents are attainable (2) 

Information Related with Stakeholder 
(customers, suppliers, investors etc.) 

A separate section do not exist (0) 
Exist as a separate section for one 
stakeholder (1) 
Exist as a separate section for more than 
one stakeholder (2) 

Issues Related to Social Responsibility Not exist (0) 
No report exist but topics mentioned in 
site (1) 
Exists separate reports for each, or at 
least for one of them (2) 

Issues Related to Environment, Sustainability 
Report 

Not exist (0) 
Not exist as a separate section (1) 
Exist as a separate section (2) 



MUTLU-KESİCİ ET. AL.: R&D SPENDING FIRMS IN TURKEY 685 

 

 

Financial Information/Report Not exist (0) 
Exist as information society service (1) 
Exist under a particular section on 
corporate website (2) 

Service Email Not exist (0) 
Only one mail address exist (1) 
(customer service in general) 
Exist for more than one mail address (2) 

Contact Form Not exist (0) 
Exist but do not work (1) 
Exist and active (2) 

News/Announcements Not exist (0) 
Only one exists (1) 
Both news/announcement exist 
separately (2) 

Newsletter Not exist (0) 
Exist but limited to information sharing 
(1) 
Exist and available as e-newsletter 
or  publications (2) 

Human Resource/Employment Opportunity Not Exist (0) 
Applications made by an external site (1) 
Website accepts applications through its 
system, a specific database/form for job 
applications (2) 

Customer Service/Support Not exist (0) 
Not exist as a separate section (generally 
services, products, service after sales, 
price) (1) 
Exist as a separate section (2) 

Investor Relations/Support Not exist (0) 
Not exist as a separate section (1) (some 
financial information and reports for 
investors) 
Exist as a separate section (2) 

Location Linkedin Not exist (0) 
Exist (1) 

Facebook 

Twitter 

Blog 

Google Plus 

Youtube 

Instagram 

Journal, Periodical or Press Release 

Management Information About Date of Website Update Not exist (0) 
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Exist (1) 

Live Support/Online Chat Not exist (0) 
Exist (1) 

Multiple Website Domains Only one domain exist (0) 
At least two domains exist (1) 

Broken Links Exist (0) 
Not exist (1) 

Usability Site Map/Table of Contents Not exist (0) 
Attainable with one click (1) 
Exist in main page (2) 

People with Disabilities Not exist (0) 
Services for people with disabilities (1) 
Separate section (2) 

Search Engine Not exist (0) 
Exists but do not work (1) 
Exists and works (2) 

Language Options Exist only in Turkish (0) 
Exist only in Turkish and English (1) 
Exist in more than one language (2) 

 




