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MODERATION BY RESEARCHGATE
RELATED TO COMMENTS ON
“PREDATORY” PUBLISHING
PRACTICES
Panagiotis Tsigaris1,
Jaime A. Teixeira da Silva2
Abstract
The intersection between academia and social media is gradually overlapping. The ability to
vent personal and professional discord online, either through blogs or social media, has had both
positive and negative consequences on academic communication, with the public and/or in the public domain. ResearchGate (RG) is one of the most popular academic social media sites that allows
commenting, either in response to published papers or to questions that are posed on that platform. This paper explores an important aspect of a high-profile, topical and controversial 2017 paper
(Derek Pyne; Journal of Scholarly Publishing; DOI: 10.3138/jsp.48.3.137) that had based itself on a
flawed blacklist created by Jeffrey Beall. In that paper, unfounded claims were made regarding financial rewards as remuneration schemes at a “small business school” in Canada related to publishing
papers in “predatory” journals, i.e., in open access journals that were blacklisted by Beall. Based on
those claims, Pyne used RG as a platform to target academics at his research institute. Pyne could
have, but did not, use the scholarly platform to engage with his colleagues in an academic debate
about his controversial findings, causing personal disrepute on three occasions. Consequently, RG
was contacted with a claim of defamation on each occasion. Within hours of each claim, Pyne’s
comments were deleted. In early May, RG also erased his social media account. The issue of actual
or potential insults in the public domain, such as on blogs, is rarely discussed, much less related to
academic social media sites like RG. This case study, and the issues discussed herein related to
social media more broadly, will be useful for academics to better navigate increasingly challenging
publishing waters.
Keywords: ethical research; invalid claims; Jeffrey Beall’s blacklists; ResearchGate; research spin.

An ungrounded claim of rewards for Beall-blacklisted publications
“Predatory” publishing, which involves unfair and/or unscholarly exploratory behavior, is not only a hot topic in academic publishing. It is a real threat to academia’s integ1
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rity, and is not limited to open access (OA). Jeffrey Beall’s blacklists, one for OA journals
and another for OA publishers, became both famous and infamous. We focus on the
latter in this case study, because the fundamental flaws, opacity and potential false positives associated with Beall’s blacklists (Teixeira da Silva and Tsigaris, 2018a) spurred
others to, consciously or not, use such lists to incorrectly characterize and mislabel other
academics.
This case study focuses on a paper by Derek Pyne, an Associate Professor at Thompson Rivers University (TRU)3, in Canada. Pyne (2017) published a paper in the Journal of
Scholarly Publishing (JSP; University of Toronto Press) that claimed that research faculty
members in a “small business school” were financially rewarded for having published
in “predatory” journals, i.e., in OA journals and publishers that were blacklisted by Beall.
That claim was unfounded, not only because Beall’s blacklists might carry a high false
discovery rate (Teixeira da Silva and Tsigaris, 2018a), thereby invalidating any interpretation or analysis based on those lists, but mainly because the claim of financial rewards
for such publications was not supported by his own evidence in the published paper
(Tsigaris, 2019). Pyne attempted unsuccessfully to associate Beall-blacklisted journal
publications, mostly from the blacklist of publishers, with overload income in the belief
that faculty who published in such journals had more time to take on more teaching
loads and make extra income. Pyne also claimed that 15.3% of publications by members of the business school were “predatory”, a claim which we refute in Tsigaris and
Teixeira da Silva (2019), showing that the values are bloated, and depend on the blacklist
that is used, while the conclusions drawn are highly subjective. Unsuccessful in finding
evidence of such financial rewards, but claiming otherwise, signs of interpretive bias
(also known as research spin) was present for an alternative version of the evidence in
the abstract and elsewhere (Boutron and Ravaud, 2018; Fihn, 2019; Khan et al., 2019),
including in the media (Teixeira da Silva and Tsigaris, 2019). The aim was to persuade
readers that the university was complicit in financially rewarding “predatory” publishing
at the “small business school” in Canada when the evidence clearly showed non-significant results (Turrentine, 2017). Once published in the journal, Pyne suddenly decided to
reveal the exact location where the study took place on April 5th 2017 in the newspaper
OttawaCitizen entitled: “Are Universities complicit in predatory publishing?”4
As a direct result of Pyne’s study, and the ensuing trail of unsubstantiated claims
made in mainstream media and on social media, the reputation of the “small business
school”, which is a respected Canadian academic institute of higher tertiary education,
has now been imperiled.5 Whereas the institute and subjects of these unsupported
claims were previously unknown to the public, Pyne revealed the identity of the institute through numerous media reports, and a simple Google search using “Derek Pyne”
and “Thompson Rivers University” will confirm several of these facts. Any disclosure of
3
http://kamino.tru.ca/experts/home/main/bio.html?id=dpyne
4
Even though there were enough indirect identifiers in the paper, Pyne kept the anonymity of
the location of his human subject to that of a “small business school in Canada” but post publication
the media frenzy of false accusations started with the op-ed he wrote in the Ottawa Citizen immediately after publication: https://ottawacitizen.com/opinion/columnists/pyne-are-universities-complicit-in-predatory-publishing
5
For example, the Chronicle of Higher Education, which is widely read by numerous academics and university administrators, entitled a blog post “Does It Pay to Be Published in ‘Predatory’
Journals?” states: “A recent study of one university’s business school, however, found that many of
its professors had repeatedly published in journals with such reputations, and actually appear to
have improved their pay and prestige by doing so. [...] Mr. Pyne concludes in an article on his findings
in last month’s Journal of Scholarly Publishing. […], and publication in such journals was positively
correlated with income.” . Income was not positively correlated with Beall’s list of publications. In fact,
Table 5 of Pyne’s study shows the opposite, i.e., that these publications were negatively correlated
with salary. Why did Pyne not correct this misrepresentation of his findings?
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the subject(s) of that study namely the institute or academics therein, and which were
purportedly anonymous, or revealing their identities, would thus constitute a serious infringement of privacy. Such disclosures and revelations would constitute the following
violations: 1) violation of the claims of anonymity made in the paper6; 2) violation of the
publication ethics and malpractice policies of the publisher of JSP, University of Toronto
(UoT) Press7; 3) potential ex post violation of the agreement signed between Pyne and
UoT Press.8 The privacy and confidentiality of human subjects used in research is a fundamental right protected by Canadian human rights laws.9
What is the position of the journal, Journal of Scholarly Publishing?
The journal that published the Pyne study, i.e., JSP, was contacted in June of 2018
with a formal call to retract the flawed Pyne study. A retraction was requested precisely
because Pyne used that study to make unsupported claims, and to compromise the
anonymity of the human subjects used in the study. JSP rejected the possibility of a retraction but allowed Tsigaris to write a letter to the editors critiquing the study (Tsigaris,
2019). The journal rarely publishes letters to the editors and no reply to the letter from
Pyne was published. We believe JSP wanted to close this issue, truncating any possible communication by any member of Canadian or global academia that questions or
challenges the Pyne study. Why does JSP not allow academics’ freedom of expression
to challenge academic findings in its own journal beyond the letter to the editors by
Tsigaris?10 Legitimate academic challenge and criticism of a journal’s content within the
6
For example, Pyne did not title the paper: “The Rewards of predatory publications at Thompson Rivers University” but titled it as “The Rewards of predatory publications at a small business
school” and throughout the paper he did not mention that the study took place at Thompson Rivers
University. We are uncertain if this was due to an editorial decision or due to Pyne trying to maintain
anonymity of the location until it was accepted for publication.
7
For publication ethics of the UoT Press see: https://www.utpjournals.press/resources/publication-ethics. In particular the following bullet applies to patients but can be applicable to any human
subject used in a study: “Ensure patients’ rights to privacy when publishing articles involving human
subjects. UTP encourages journals to follow the ICMJE guidelines for reporting on human subjects.
For articles containing detailed information about a living patient, it is necessary for signed patient
consent to be obtained. Any identifying characteristics that might reveal a patient’s identity must be
removed (i.e., x-rays, MRIs, charts, photographs, etc.). Written informed consent is also needed from
any potentially identifiable patient or that patient’s legal representative. This consent should be presented in the submission.” Pyne did not seek consent from the human subjects and was exempted
from a research ethics review.
8
Pyne has agreed to point 4 of the University of Toronto Press’ author’s agreement for journal publications, which states: https://utpjournals.press/pb-assets/utoronto/UTPJournalsContract-1463708041193.pdf: “The Author(s) further warrant that the article contains no defamatory or
otherwise unlawful matter and that it makes no improper invasion of the privacy or personal rights
of anyone. The Author(s) undertake that all statements in it purporting to be facts are true; and that
they will advise us of any statements that might be construed as defamatory or otherwise unlawful.
We may require substantive revision of the manuscript to avoid including material that may infringe
rights or be defamatory or otherwise unlawful.”
9
Chapter 12 of the Tri-Council Policy Statement: Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans with application to human biomedical material states: “There is widespread agreement about
the interests of participants in protection of privacy, and the corresponding duties of researchers
to treat personal information in a confidential manner. Indeed, the respect for privacy in research is
an internationally recognized norm and ethical standard. Fundamental rights and freedoms in the
Canadian Constitution have been interpreted by the courts to include privacy protections. Privacy
rights are protected in federal and provincial/territorial legislation.” The right to protect a person’s
privacy and personal information is not only covered by the Canadian Constitution but also by British
Columbia’s Personal Protection information act, Chapter 63. See: http://www.bclaws.ca/EPLibraries/
bclaws_new/document/ID/freeside/00_03063_01
10
Incidentally, both this paper and the Tsigaris and Teixeira da Silva (2019) papers had initially
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same journal or elsewhere is fundamental to the advancement of knowledge and should
not be avoided or terminated. It is editors’ responsibility to provide a platform for authors
challenging a journal paper’s findings (Teixeira da Silva and Dobránszki, 2018).
ResearchGate used as a platform by Pyne to belittle individuals
It is within a ResearchGate (RG) campaign that Pyne made comments to demean
individuals. Leaving aside the fact that all researchers employed at the small business
school in Canada can be identified because of the multiple revelations of the location of
his study, raising ethical issues on the privacy and confidentiality of the human subjects,
Pyne publicly – via RG – named some individuals used in his study, while others can be
uniquely identified. We next discuss these occurrences.
1. First occurrence
In response to a question by Deborah Poff at RG as to whether predatory publishing
equals presenting at WCRI, on February 13, 2019, Pyne made the following claim: “This
question has come up before on ResearchGate. I firmly believe that as long as there is
a demand for their services, predatory publishers will exist. There will be a demand for
their services as long as some universities continue to count them as real publications.
My own university is one that does count them as real publications (at least in some faculties like the business school). If the universities in question are publicly funded, I think
that the government may have a role to pay in changing their behavior. BTW, Deborah Poff
I see you are with Carleton. I actually wrote something in the Ottawa Citizen about this
https://ottawacitizen.com/opinion/columnists/pyne-are-universities-complicit-in-predatory-publishing.”11 Deborah Poff, who is editor-in-chief of Journal of Academic Ethics,
co-series editor of Advances in Business Ethics Research and a co-founding editor of
the Journal of Business Ethics12, all published by Springer Nature, replied “Thanks Derek”.
To set the record straight, Panagiotis Tsigaris sent a personal message to Deborah Poff
about Pyne’s unfounded claims and providing a link to his letter. Seeing that Poff did not
reply to Tsigaris’ message, he decided to post the message as a comment responding
to Pyne’s statement that his University is complicit in rewarding predatory publications.
On February 22, Tsigaris made the comment public, which still appears on RG, stating:
“Deborah Poff, Pyne’s claim of the existence of financial compensation for Beall’s publications is false.13 The study did not find the university under study to be complicit in
rewarding Beall’s journal publications or as a matter of fact any other type of publication.
See: http://muse.jhu.edu/article/716980.” (Fig. 1A). Most likely Pyne got upset as seen
from his reply: “Peter, I realize having a history of predatory publishing, you feel defensive.
However, I will respond when the time and place is right.” Pyne once again, without any
evidence other than Beall’s flawed OA publishers list, classified his colleague Tsigaris as
having a “history of publishing in predatory journals” instead of discussing and debating
the letter by Tsigaris.14 However, this statement, in conjunction with identification of the
location where the study took place, clearly identifies Tsigaris as a subject of the Pyne
(2017) study. Tsigaris can thus be seen by researchers as publishing in bogus-type journals and getting financial rewards for such publications, which is untrue. Tsigaris imme-

been submitted to JSP, which refused to consider them for peer review.
11
https://www.researchgate.net/post/Predatory_publishing_presenting_at_WCRI
12
http://www.wcri2019.org/index/programme/plenary_speakers (Poff is a plenary speaker at
the 6th World Conference on Research Integrity)
13
It is false because the JSP study suffers from methodological, statistical and interpretative
errors (Tsigaris, 2019).
14
According to Cabell’s blacklist and Crawford’s Gray OA list, Tsigaris does not have questionable journal publications. Background in Tsigaris and Teixeira da Silva (2019).
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diately issued a formal claim of defamation to RG.15 Tsigaris used a Supreme Court of
Canada case of defamation between Grant v. Torstar Corp., 2009 SCC 61, [2009] 3 and in
particular paragraph [28] to show proof of defamation. First, “that the impugned words
were defamatory...”. Second, “that the words in fact referred to the plaintiff”. Third, “that
the words were published...” It was noted also that the tort is one of strict liability.16 RG
analyzed the comment and complaint, and removed the comment on February 28, 2019
(see Fig. 1A).17 By our best estimates, the comment was visible to the public for at least
5 days, i.e., the comment had given a negative public image to TRU and its academics,
specifically Tsigaris. No new comments have been posted on that Poff question site
since February 2, 2019.18
Figure 1 Evidence of removal of first comment (A) and third comment (B) following claims
of defamation to ResearchGate (RG; Appendix 1) made by Tsigaris. Second comment is not
shown since TRU academics’ names are displayed. (C) Derek Pyne’s RG account (https://www.
researchgate.net/profile/Derek_Pyne2) was disabled and now simply is redirected to the RG
profiles page. Screenshot of C taken on March 13, 2019. Pyne’s RG account is not archived on
the internet archive (https://archive.org/web/).

A February 25, 2019

February 28, 2019

Comment removed by ResearchGate.

C

B

Comment removed by ResearchGate.

Pyne’s account disabled by ResearchGate.

2. Second occurrence
In early April 2019, Pyne added another personal mischaracterization of Tsigaris
15
Details are available upon request. See Appendix 1 for the front page of the notice of claimed
defamation.
16
See: https://scc-csc.lexum.com/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/7837/index.do
17
RG informed Tsigaris of the removal of the comment in an email.
18
Tsigaris had admitted via emails to his school in the past that he had published papers in
Beall’s list of potential predatory publishers. However, most of the publications were published before
Beall blacklisted the publishers and prior to being aware of the flaws associated with Beall’s blacklists. Tsigaris has no publications with publishers in Cabell’s blacklist (https://www2.cabells.com/
about-blacklist).

5
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to another page on RG because the Tsigaris’ JSP letter to the editors cast doubt about
Pyne’s claim of the university being complicit in rewarding “predatory” publications.19
Tsigaris felt that the motivation behind this outburst again was to harm his reputation, to
“lower him in the estimation of right thinking members of society generally”, to expose
him to “potentially public hatred, contempt or ridicule”, and to cause him to be “shunned
and avoided”, as is stated in the RG notice of claimed defamation form. This time, the “attack” went further by listing Tsigaris’ six publications, including the names of his co-authors which were data used in the published JSP study. Pyne again claimed they were
predatory publications simply because the publishers were listed in Beall’s blacklist of
potentially, probable, possible predatory OA publishers. He also claimed that Tsigaris
lacks knowledge.20 In addition, to the personal attack publicly on RG, Pyne undermined
the process of promotion at TRU. He claimed that four out of six individuals who got promoted this year (in 2019) have “predatory” publications. Was this done to imply publicly
that they did not deserve promotion? Since the four individuals can be uniquely identified and all are RG members, Pyne may have harmed their reputation as academics.
Pyne also questioned the TRU award for excellence in research and scholarship just
because that faculty member had publications in journals published by publishers on
Beall’s blacklist. Tsigaris submitted a second notice of claimed defamation to RG who
removed the comment immediately and informed Tsigaris of the removal.
3. Third occurrence
There was a third and final comment placed by Pyne on RG on April 4, 2019 (Fig.
1B). This time there were no explicit names mentioned in the comment. However, he
again claimed that faculty who got promoted and the person who received the TRU research award had “predatory” publications, further stating that a “research mentor” had
six predatory publications, most likely aiming at Tsigaris’ academic record since Tsigaris
has mentored many junior faculty and students. Since Pyne’s comment identified the
location and the publicly available events in 2019 (i.e., a promotion at TRU School of
Business Economics and the TRU research award), all individuals can be uniquely identified. Tsigaris decided this time not to reply with a comment linking it to his JSP letter
to the editors as in the other two cases but instead submitted a third notice of claimed
defamation on April 15, 2019. RG immediately removed this third comment and informed
Tsigaris of the removal in an email.
Concluding remarks
Sometime in May, 2019, the authors noticed that Pyne’s RG profile has been disabled (Fig. 1C). Moreover, all his comments dating back for at least two years could no
longer be traced. No explanation appears on the RG website and no notice of this change
was sent to Tsigaris. RG does have a number of challenges associated with its platform,
for example the project function (Teixeira da Silva, 2017), the RG Score (Copiello, 2019),
Research Interest (Copiello and Bonifaci 2019), and other issues that have been discussed under the section “Criticisms” on Wikipedia21. In this case, however, we believe
that RG has done the right thing.
Conflicts of interest
The authors declare no conflicts of interest, financial or otherwise, of relevance to
this topic.
19
https://www.researchgate.net/post/Can_we_protect_our_youth_scientists_against_questionable_publishers
20
For privacy issues, we are withholding evidence of the comments. These may be made available upon reasonable request as a confidential document, but applications will be carefully screened.
21
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ResearchGate
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Disclaimer
Both authors have published papers in OA journals or in journals by OA publishers
that were blacklisted by Beall. Such publications should be accurately recorded on an academic’s curriculum vitae, but not separately to other non-blacklisted publishing sources, simply because all publications should merit the same attention, or scrutiny (Teixeira
da Silva and Tsigaris, 2018b).
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Appendix 1: ResearchGate Notice of Claimed Defamation
“ResearchGate is a platform that enables users to post content and interact with each other. We do not review or
edit content posted by users, and have no control over the truth or accuracy of that content. We generally support freedom of expression, but also respect any laws that might apply to particular types of content, including
the laws of defamation.
If you are using this form to report content, you should ensure that the content you identify is, in fact, defamatory under the laws of your country. Defamation laws vary from country to country, but generally speaking
defamation is a false statement of fact which is deemed to harm the reputation of another. This means it tends
to “lower him in the estimation of right thinking members of society generally,” or exposes him to public hatred,
contempt or ridicule, or causes him to be shunned or avoided.
Not all statements that a person may find objectionable are defamatory. For example, a statement which is
true usually will not be defamatory. Similarly, a statement of opinion without reference to facts probably is not
defamatory. Defamation is a complex area of the law and you should carefully evaluate any claim before you
make it, as making false claims could potentially expose you to liability. It may be wise to consult a lawyer.
In some cases, uploaders willingly remove content. We encourage you to contact the uploader of the content in
the first instance, if possible. If you are unable to resolve your issue with the uploader directly, and you wish to
request that we remove the content, it is ResearchGate’s policy that you submit a Notice of Claimed Defamation.
This is, in part, so the alleged false and defamatory content can be clearly identified. For us to be able to process
your request, your claim needs to be specific and strongly supported. For example, it needs to explain why you
believe the statement(s) is untrue and how it damages your reputation.
If you wish to submit a Notice of Claimed Defamation please complete the form below and email it, with any
attachments, to copyright@researchgate.net. To make and save your changes to this form, download it and
then open it in Adobe Acrobat Reader DC (you can download Adobe free here: https://get.adobe.com/reader/).
Please note that ResearchGate will only consider Notices of Claimed Defamation submitted by the person
identified in the content in question or their authorized legal representative.”
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STUDENT DISCUSSION FROM AN
EVOLUTIONARY PERSPECTIVE
Matthew Metzgar1
Introduction
Student discussion has been identified as a key ingredient in overall student learning (Flynn & Klein 2001; Safari et al 2006). However, in many classrooms, there is little to
no discussion between teachers and students or among students themselves. This may
result from high student-teacher ratios, or from the chosen pedagogy of the instructor.
A variety of ideas to increase class discussion have been proposed over time. A
number of these ideas have been shown to increase student learning (Freeman et al
2014 for a recent meta-analysis). This paper attempts to analyze student discussion
from a human evolutionary standpoint. Such a view may add new insights into how discussion can be effectively used in the classroom.
While looking at discussion from such an evolutionary view, several key questions
arise: how and why did humans utilize discussion in the past? What are “natural conditions” for human discussion? How can these ideas help increase the use and effectiveness of discussion within an educational framework? This paper hopes to answer these
questions and expound upon the evolutionary origins of productive discussion.
The origins of discussion
Discussion uses human language for communicating information. Though the origin of language is difficult to detect, it is estimated that humans have been using language for at least 100,000 years (Tattersall 2009). During this time, humans existed in
small, nomadic hunter-gatherer bands, which date back for millions of years (Pritchard
2010). As such, discussion then would have taken place under these conditions of a
small group, with mixed-age kin and non-kin adults and children (Hill et al 2011).
Discussion can be used for many purposes – social bonding, gossip, group decision-making, etc. The focus of discussion ofthis paper is, on its educational value, – i.e.
how can discussion facilitate the understanding of intellectual ideas. The true value of
intellectual discussion arises when there is debate - when differing viewpoints are presented and contested. In other words, if everyone agreemes on an issue, there is little
need for group discussion. The potential value of discussion is the greatest when there
are differing opinions.
Discussion within a group should also be more valued and necessary when there
are shared outcomes. If a Person A wants some apples and a Person B wants some
oranges, there is no need for discussion if they are acting independently. But if a Person
1
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A and a Person B must jointly decide on obtaining either apples or oranges, discussion
and argumentation may be the natural consequence.
The idea that group decision-making prompts argumentation and discussion has
been proposed as the “argumentative theory of reasoning” (Mercier & Sperber 2011).
The theory proposes that human reasoning developed as a tool to present and evaluate
arguments within a group context. Recent research to support this theory includes evidence that argumentation is universal across cultures (Mercier 2011), and experimental
evidence that young children are particularly sensitive to arguments (Bernard, Mercier,
& Clément 2012). Group reasoning has been found to be much more effective than individual reasoning across several domains (Trouche, Sander, & Mercier 2014). Overall,
this evidence suggests that argumentation within a group context may have evolutionary
underpinnings.
The decision-making process of modern hunter-gatherer bands is related to this..
Existing hunter-gatherer bands have been found to be egalitarian in general, and democratic in their decision-making processes (Glassman 1986). The value of reasonable
arguments would be very high under these circumstances, where logical persuasion, as
opposed to force, would be the tool of choice. Furthermore, there is additional research
on “collective rationality”, with evidence showing that group members are sensitive to
rational arguments (Moshman & Geil 1998).
As mentioned above, discussion should be the most valuable when there are contrasting opinions. Given the presentation of differing arguments, it has been found that
often “truth wins”, meaning the most logical argument is likely to be accepted by the
group (Laughlin & Ellis 1986). Conversely, individual reasoning is often flawed and exhibits a confirmation bias (Jones & Sugden 2001).
Overall, this research paints a picture of how and why discussion was potentially
used throughout human history. Intellectual discussion was valuable or necessary when
the matter was a group decision (where to move camp, if someone violated the rules,
etc). Discussion and argumentation were the natural result when they were differing
points of view within egalitarian, democratic, hunter-gatherer bands. Group reasoning
can lead to more efficient outcomes as compared to individual reasoning due to the
comparison of contrasting individual arguments.
Educational Theory
While the preceding discussion has been evolutionary based, there has been research within the educational field that has focused on similar themes. Educational
research has developed several parallel lines of evidence showing the effectiveness of
argumentation, collaborative learning, and democracy towards increasing student learning.
There is a large body of working showing that argumentation can increase the level
of scientific thinking in students (Osbourne 2010). Dialogical argument has been shown
to increase higher-order thinking skills (Kuhn & Crowell 2011). Argumentation has also
been shown to improve student engagement with the material (Nussbaum & Sinatra
2003).
Collaborative learning has a long history in education at all levels (Bruffee 1984). A
recent meta-analysis shows the overall effectiveness of collaborative learning (Kyndt et
al 2013). Some forms of collaborative learning appear to have little effect, showing the
importance of how these collaborative situations are structured (Prince 2004)
The use of democracy has also been shown to increase student engagement (Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez 2003). Democratic practices have been shown to improve student
learning and student attitudes in the classroom (Richter & Tjosvold 1980). Democratic
learning communities have also been shown to improve civic engagement (Finley 2011).
If these ideas from educational theory were synthesized with an evolutionary point
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of view, better models of student learning may be created. For example, collaborative
learning “works” (i.e. increases understanding of the material) because it allows students to work together and reach a shared outcome, just as hunter-gatherer bands of the
past had to do. Argumentation “works” (i.e. leads to a logical solution) because it allows
students to present and evaluate different points of view, just as hunter-gatherer bands
did and all cultures across the world still do. Democracy “works” (i.e. increases student engagement) because it replicates the egalitarian nature of hunter-gatherer groups,
where each individual point of view carried equal weight.
Evolutionary theory gives these educational ideas a biological foundation, as opposed to context-free ideas that produce classroom success. By looking at these educational ideas from an evolutionary lens, they can potentially be refined and improved.
Other research has already looked at the intersection of evolutionary thought and education for academic instruction and other student outcomes (Geary 2000).
Educational Implications
When looking at discussion from an evolutionary viewpoint, one can see the natural
conditions that will encourage discussion to develop. These ideas can be applied to the
classroom in order to maximize the potential of discussion in student learning.
In short, there are 5 main features derived from evolutionary theory that can generate productive student discussion:
1. The student outcomes must be shared.
If John thinks the answer is A, and Joan thinks the answer is B, the two students
may or may not discuss their differences if they are being individually assessed. They
may both exhibit the confirmation bias and believe that their individual answers are correct. However, if they must both agree on an answer, discussion and argumentation
will be a natural product. In short, this means students should be in groups or in teams
where they must submit one unified answer.
2. All students should have an equal say in a group’s decision.
The effectiveness of group decision-making depends on the presentation of different arguments. In egalitarian and democratic situations, each person’s view is equally
valued. In any team or group, there must be mechanisms that allow the power to be dispersed among the group (i.e. one vote each) to prevent a forceful minority from silencing
the arguments of others.
3. Groups should be heterogeneous.
If all members of a group are similar in their characteristics, culture, etc., there can
be the possibility of “group think”. Diversity of individual members within a group will
bring about different points of view, and allow the group decision-making process to
function more efficiently. A group of only like-minded individuals can bring about polarization (McCarty et al 1992; Sunstein 2002).
4. Group members must be accountable.
In a hunter-gatherer band, there was general continuity among its members, and
hence there were incentives for social accountability to facilitate day-to-day living (Barceló et al 2014). In an educational setting, class groups will only last a short while and
may meet infrequently. Therefore, care must be taken to make sure there is still some
level of individual accountability in any group.
5. The issue or problem must be complex enough to merit discussion
A simple matter or problem that a person could solve on their own would not normally merit discussion. Complex situations that can be viewed in different ways would
promote and usually benefit from discussion. Problems or situations that are ill-defined
would also benefit more from discussion.
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These five principles, based upon evolutionary theory, can guide educational theory as to how best create the conditions that maximize the quality of student discussion. They are, in essence, a general framework that can predict how much discussion a
teaching technique or environment will create.
These principles are similar to those described by Mercier et al (2017). The authors
list a number of factors that should improve reasoning and discussion via evolutionary
links. These are 1) Groups must exhibit trust and respect among the members 2) Groups
must allow for lengthy arguments and free discussion, and 3) Group sizes should be kept
small.
Common Teaching Techniques
It may be of interest then to look at some common teaching practices and analyze
how much student discussion each technique generates. What follows is an analysis
of four popular teaching techniques and predictions as to how much student discussion
they will generate.
1. Call-and-response during a lecture
Instructors often call on students during a lecture to answer questions or solve
problems. This technique will likely generate only minimal discussion. A student is
generally answering alone and has no shared outcome from which to contribute. Typically all or most of the course grade is individual. None of the principles for generating
student discussion are met.
2. Informal group work
Techniques such as think-pair-share or informal groups may facilitate some student discussion. However, groups/pairs are generally temporary, lessening the need to
be accountable. Though there may be a shared outcome (present a joint answer), it is
not clear if this outcome has any individual consequences. There is also no guarantee
that random groups, or especially pairs, would be heterogeneous.
3. Peer Instruction
Peer Instruction was developed by Eric Mazur as a way to facilitate physics understanding (Mazur 1997). The technique involves student discussion revolving around
“clicker” questions presented in class. This technique greatly increases student discussion as compared to a lecture class and has been shown to increase student learning
(Crouch & Mazur 2001).
While this technique may generate student discussion, the lack of shared outcomes
may lessen motivation. If students are being individual graded on clicker questions and
exams, instructors may have to prod some students into discussion. Students may sit
next to friends in class, lessening the likelihood that there are diverse points of view in
the student discussion.
4. Team-based Learning
This technique should generate a large amount of quality student discussion, depending on how it is structured. Teams can be created in such a way that they are
heterogeneous. Team grading will create a shared outcome. Individuals can be held
accountable through peer reviews, and perhaps through permanent teams. Potential
continuity problems may arise with members who “drop out” or in situation where a
group wants to “fire” a member.
Conclusion
Discussion appears to have played a key role in human evolution. A historic analysis shows the conditions that led to argumentation and discussion within hunter-gatherer bands. The presence of shared group outcomes led to argumentation and debate
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within these groups. The egalitarian and democratic nature of the bands created conditions that favored logical arguments.
Along parallel lines, the education literature has shown the value of collaborative
learning, argumentation, and democracy as ways to increase student learning. A large
body of empirical evidence supports these techniques as being effective. By nesting
these ideas in an evolutionary framework, the advantages and disadvantages become
clearer.
By duplicating the evolutionary conditions that naturally favor discussion, instructors may be able to maximize the amount and quality of student discussion. Predictions
can also be made as to level of discussion a teaching technique may generate. Teaching
techniques that focus on individual assessment and individual grading will likely generate little discussion. Techniques that are group or team-based with shared grading are
likely to generate a greater quantity and quality of student discussion. Replicating the
conditions of group decision-making from our evolutionary past may increase student
learning and engagement in the classroom.
In conclusion, human discussion evolved for specific purposes in our evolutionary past. Creating conditions similar to this past environment may generate improved
discussion and reasoning. By applying these conditions within an educational framework, instructors may be able to create high-quality discussion and improved student
outcomes.
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SELF-PRESENTATION OF POLISH
FOOTBALL MANAGERS ON
LINKEDIN
Aleksandra Kuzior1
Abstract
Although LinkedIn is the world’s largest professional networking site, the research concerning
self-presentation on the platform is limited and fragmented. The main goal of the study was to explore the self-presentation of Polish football managers on LinkedIn in four dimensions: completeness
and attractiveness of the profile, network-embeddedness, and activity. Using quantitative content
analysis of managers’ profiles (N=319), the research shows that the managers exploit the potential
of LinkedIn to build their personal professional brand only in a very limited and mostly static way. In
addition, the self-presentation in LinkedIn is the best among managers working in Polish Football
Association, improves with the length of professional experience, and shows only slight differences
between women and men.
Key words: LinkedIn, sport management, self-presentation, personal brand

INTRODUCTION
The birth of social media created a new space for the development of personal
image for every Internet user (Kim, Kim, & Nam, 2014). Soon, next to platforms meant
primarily for users’ private life, such as Facebook, YouTube, or Tinder, the emergence of
platforms helping members find a job or a business contact and create a professional
personal brand. Among them was seen, LinkedIn is the biggest one.
Developing an online professional personal brand is a challenging task. Its image
should be convincing and credible for strangers in a targeted industry. Therefore, it
should give proof of required competencies for a desired job or of appropriate experience to become a business partner. At last, but not least, it should help a user stand out
among their peers (Evans, 2014).
The advantage of LinkedIn over other portals used in a job search is its transparency of information supplied by users, popularity among highly skilled personnel, and
the presence of people currently not looking for a job (Cooper &Naatus, 2016; Hempel,
2010). The latter feature is especially important for recruiters looking for highly specialized employees and for people interested in finding or maintaining business contacts.
LinkedIn, however, does not compete only with smaller business platforms, but also
with bigger social media as Facebook or Twitter. For that reason, it develops various
features to attract and keep recruiters and business oriented users (e.g. functions of
1
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Premium profiles) along with tools supporting content sharing and enhancing user engagement (Cooper &Naatus, 2016).
The dominance of Facebook or Twitter is also seen in scientific research in social
media. Nevertheless, the online self-presentation on LinkedIn is also studied, even if in
a fragmented and limited way. The dominant perspective in this area is the usefulness
of the profiles in the recruitment process (Zide et al., 2014, Geyik et al., 2018). Corresponding themes are those of the credibility of the profiles (van de Ven, Bogaert, Serlie,
Brandt, &Denissen, 2017), or intercultural differences (Rui&Stefanone, 2013). There are
also few studies on the self-presentation of organizations in LinkedIn (Banerji& Reimer,
2019; Lops, de Gemmis, Semeraro, Narducci, &Musto, 2011; Sievers et al., 2015; Utz,
2016; Saint-Jacques, Varshney, Simpson, &Xu, 2019). The few analysis focused on personal self-presentation (e.g., Duffy, Pruchniewska, &Scolere, 2017; Rui&Stefanone, 2013;
Tifferet&Vilnai-Yavetz, 2018, Zide et al., 2014) concern only limited dimensions of the
concept on the one hand, and of LinkedIn potential, on the other hand.
Therefore, the goal of the presented research was a multidimensional exploration
of the self-presentation on LinkedIn. As the research sample sport managers active in
Polish football were chosen. This choice is based on several reasons: 1) even though
the profession of sport managers is gaining importance in Europe (which is seen in progressing professionalization and commercialization of many sports, and in popularity of
sport management master programs), there are very limited studies of the sport business professionals, 2) in Poland sport management is under a strong pressure to professionalise, which implies new challenges for people in charge of the industry, 3) the only
study of Polish managers’ activity on LinkedIn concerns export managers (Deszczyński,
2017).
The contribution of the study to the research is then trifold. Firstly, the study helps
to understand the social media behaviour of a professional group that is largely under-researched. Secondly, it explores the relations between different dimensions of a self-presentation in a business social network. Thirdly, it proposes a set of indicators to measure
these dimensions (completeness and attractiveness of the profile, network embeddedness, activity).
BACKGROUND
LinkedIn profile
Linkedin.com is the largest professional website in the world. The website gathers
610 million users from over 200 countries. It was created on May 5, 2003. Since 2016 it
is part of Microsoft (about.linkedin.com 2019). According to the vision and mission of
the website, the platform helps find a job for people who are looking for it, and brings together specialists who want to broaden their professional competences and knowledge,
exchange ideas, search for new development opportunities (Case et al. 2013).
The portal gives a chance to create a profile containing personal data, career path,
education, accomplishments, and interests, but also allows a user to make contact with
other people, participate in industry forums, subscribe to influencers profiles, companies, and groups (Anabo and Albizuri 2017). Upon registering, users are invited to fill in
a structured template, which will become their official profile. Users are encouraged to
complete as many parts as possible (they are informed of the degree of completeness
of their virtual resume). Achieving 100% positions a profile higher in LinkedIn search engine and shows information about its owner on the pages of other members more often.
Creating an account on LinkedIn and its corresponding public profile should be treated
as a realization of a self-presentation strategy with professional goals.
Self-presentation in social media
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The academic literature considers managing self-presentation in online communities as an integral part of private and professional life (Chiang and Suen 2015). A successful self-presentation involves an adaptation of a user’s image to a model generally
accepted by the environment. It should be consistent with the occupied social position
and created in such a way that a received image is concordant with expectations of recipients (Rui and Stefanone 2013). As acceptance in online communities is influenced
also by extensive self-presentation, usually, the willingness to provide personal information in the profiles is high (Schwämmlein and Wodzicki 2012). The completeness of
the information is especially important in the business social networks, as it may be a
decisive factor of a recruiter’s consideration (Zide, Elman, and Shahani-Denning 2014).
Still, the effective self-presentation requires not only sufficient information but also its
right selection. The selection of information displayed allows members to influence the
reaction of the audience, as well as the relationships that will eventually be established.
A well-created profile has a positive effect on the user’s relations with other members (recruiters or potential business partners) and positively affects positioning in the
search process. The opposite is also true. There are no barriers to creating a non-professional LinkedIn profile. This is the case for example of profiles which are poor in information about professional experience and education, but rich in skills and interests (Zide,
Elman, and Shahani-Denning 2014).
Professional self-presentation treated as a process of managing information about
self consists not only of a display of achievements and experiences, neither in the real or
virtual world. It includes also a disclosure of personal opinions, exchanging comments,
building long-lasting relations with other people active in similar professions, following
influencers, presenting ways of spending free time.
Therefore, a successful creation of the personal professional brand in social networks involves communication with others, openness to new ideas (Toma and Hancock
2010). Consequent and consistent activities, such as publishing posts presenting personal positions or views, build loyalty among observers. It is important to pay attention
to the authenticity of the communication, as users sign with their real name. Therefore,
the information provided should be verifiable and coherent with other Internet sources,
private social media included (if they are signed with the user’s real name). This rule may
be seen as a barrier to evoke public reactions compared to anonymous participation in
social media, when private and informal information may serve as clickbait (Cho 2010).
The business image in social media is also linked to the real world of work – excellence
in the job brings about recommendations in a virtual resume providing valuable proofs
of professionalism (Guillory & Hancock, 2012, Niedźwiedziński, Klepacz, Szymańska, &
M, 2016, J. R. Rui, 2018).
In business social networks, unlike in many other social networks, expanding the
network of contacts is not aimed primarily at transferring personal relationships to the
virtual space and maintaining them (Papacharissi 2009). Instead, it is used to build valuable business relationships and manage them in order to build and develop a career
(Conlon et al. 2017). Moreover, building long-lasting ties with people who are active and
respected in similar professions provides information to others that the self-presentation and self-development is a mindful strategy. On the other hand, in business and other
networks, maintaining contact with people who do not care about their self-presentation
may harm the image of the individual (Morgan 2011).
METHOD
Research design
The research included four phases: 1) generating data from LinkedIn users’ profiles, 2) construction of four indexes describing the use of LinkedIn by sample users, 3)
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exploratory analysis of obtained indexes, 4) correlation analysis of indexes with some
variables describing the sample.
Data generation
In this research, the quantitative method of content analysis of LinkedIn users’ profiles was applied. The first step was to prepare a control card which was based on a
literature review and author’s study of LinkedIn potential. The second step was to find
managers working in Polish football having LinkedIn profiles, which was done using the
Recruiter Lite tool. The search for the profiles was done according to the place of employment and concerned the football clubs playing in Ekstraklasa, I, II, III and IV leagues,
as well as Polish Football Association (PZN), regional football associations (OPZN,
WPZN), Ekstraklasa company, and football academies. Information about the football
clubs competing in each league was taken from the website of PZPN, while data about
football academies and other associations were found on LinkedIn by entering into its
search engine such keywords as: ‘football school’, ‘football academy’. Employees from
clubs and organizations who work in administrative departments and employees of the
sports departments who perform managerial functions were selected (excluding i. e.
football players, coaches, scouts, physiotherapists, people responsible for the grass, protection or lighting). This way 319 LinkedIn users profiles were selected in July 2018. In
the next step, the information found in the profiles was coded in a spreadsheet, resulting
in ratio, interval, and nominal data used in the subsequent analysis.
Construction of indexes
Based on the collected data four indexes were created. They describe different aspects of LinkedIn utilization to create a personal professional image: completeness, activity, network embeddedness, attractiveness. Value of indexes for each LinkedIn user
is a quotient of the sum of scores in each component and the number of these components. Index components themselves are constructed in a similar way – they are an average of normalized elementary variables making up the components. All normalization
is realized by dividing the observed score by the maximum observable score, resulting in
data ranging from 0 to 1.
The completeness index
The index contains six components. The data in this index were coded as 1
(0) if the part of the profile was (wasn’t) entered or personalized by the user. The
first component is ‘the completeness of the user card’. It takes into account a profile photo, background photo, and summary. The second component, ‘the completeness of professional experience’ is formed of a place of work, position, and range
of working time in that place. The same is with ‘the completeness of education’ component. In LinkedIn, the area below the place of work or education is an opportunity
to publish a description of the functions performed. This is the fourth component
of the index. The fifth part is ‘the completeness of additional work experience’. This
section contains honors and awards, publications, projects, organizations, volunteer
experience and causes, courses. The last component of the index is ‘the completeness of skills’ and contains information, whether the user published any skills on their
profile (1) or not (0).
The activity index
To create the index monthly averages of the number of articles, likes, shares, own
posts, and comments of each user were calculated. The data were subsequently normalized to the range of 0-1.
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The network embeddedness index
The network embeddedness is made of four components. The first of them is the
network size of the user and represents the number of LinkedIn members the owner was
connected to. On the platform, larger network sizes are marked as 500+. In such cases,
the registered score was 500 (subsequently normalized to 1). The second component
of the index is a normalized number of approvals of the user’s skills. The third one is a
normalized number of recommendations received and given by the user. The last component of the index considers interests displayed in the lowest part of the profile. It is an
average of the normalized number of influencers, companies, schools, and groups that a
LinkedIn member is following.
The attractiveness index
The index is made of six components. The first one concerns the information from
the user’s card, named ‘more contact info’. It consists of an average of elementary variables registering as 1 (0) presence (absence) of e-mail, telephone number, and links to
Facebook, Twitter or user’s website. A second component is a normalized number of
files attached to the profile. Users can add them in many parts of the profile, for example
in the summary or in the work experience areas. The third component is the author’s
evaluation of the professional summary (considering LinkedIn guidelines which suggest
to include in this area information about career path development, career future plans,
and business interests). The fourth component registers presence (absence) of a personalized link to LinkedIn account as 1 (0). The fifth component is the author’s general
assessment of the profile in terms of professional business interest (profile scores 1 if
it can be seen that the user is interested in the sport industry and actively develops interests in this area). The final component takes value 1 if the profile is free of language
errors, 0 otherwise.
Analysis of indexes
The analysis was done in two steps – first, exploratory analysis allowed to determine principal statistical characteristics of the indexes and characterize some particular cases, than further analysis determined connections between indexes and some
variables describing the sample. As the indexes don’t show the normal distribution, the
non-parametric test was used in this part of the research. The analysis was carried out
in Statistica 13.1.
RESULTS
In the first step, exploratory data analysis of four constructed indexes was undertaken. Regarding completeness (Figure 1), it may be concluded that even though none
of the LinkedIn users had entirely complete information in their profile, almost ¾ of the
respondents scored more than 0.5, with the median score of 0.6. In fact, the completeness scores are the best among all four indexes. Second comes attractiveness (with the
median of 0.20), followed by network embeddedness (median= 0.09), and activity (median = 0.00). Especially two latter indexes show important positive skewness, with the
majority of the scores grouped in the lowest quantiles, indicating the dominance of no
or scare social embeddedness and activity among managers. Unsurprisingly, the results
of tests shown in Figure 1 clearly reject the hypothesis of the normal distribution of all
the indexes.
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Figure 1. Indexes – main statistics

Source: author’s own research

As shown in Table 1, there is a positive and statistically significant correlation
between all indexes. The strongest association is observed between the attractiveness and completeness indexes (0.57), while a slightly lower correlation is registered
between network embeddedness and completeness (0.49), network embeddedness
and activity (0.44). Attractiveness and activity indexes, on the other hand, show the
weakest relationship.
Table 1. Indexes – correlation (Spearman’s rho)
INDEX

COMPLETNESS

ACTIVITY

NETWORK
EMBEDDEDNESS

COMPLETNESS
ACTIVITY

1.00
0.37*

0.37*
1.00*

0.49*
0.44*

0.57*
0.32*

NETWORK
EMBEDDEDNESS

0.49*

0.44*

1.00

0.35*

ATRACTIVENESS

0.57*

0.32*

0.35*

1.00

* p<.05

ATRACTIVENESS

Source: author’s own research

Further analysis of the scatter plots (Figure 2) allows identification of some particular cases that cannot be seen in the table above. Notably, one may notice that observations with the highest activity are also characterized by high completeness and network
embeddedness, but rather medium attractiveness. On the other hand, extreme cases of
the highest attractiveness show also the highest level of completeness, but rather lower
levels of activity and network embeddedness.
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Figure 2. Indexes – scatter plots

Source: author’s own research

The next step of this study was to determine a relation between indexes and some
variables describing the sample: gender, organization, position, length of work experience.
Table 2 illustrates the correlation of indexes with the user’s gender. The result of
Mann-Whitney U tests shows that only network embeddedness may differentiate women and men (and only at 10% significance level), with men being slightly more network
embedded.
Table 2. Indexes – correlation with gender
U MANN –
WHITNEY U TEST

INDEX

TOTAL

WOMEN

MEN

COMPLETNESS
ACTIVITY

0.56
0.02

0.53
0.02

0.57
0.02

p=0.26
p=0.14

NETWORK
EMBEDDEDNESS

0.11

0.10

0.12

p=0.08

ATRACTIVENESS

0.27

0.25

0.28

p=0.12

Source: author’s own research

Table 3 presents the relationships between indexes and workplaces. The results of
ANOVA Kruskal-Wallis tests show, that at 5% significance level, the level of completeness,
activity, and network embeddedness indexes may be differentiated by the organization
in which the user is employed. In particular, managers who work in Polish Football Association (PZPN) have the most complete profiles in the whole sample (average=0.67),
followed by managers working in Ekstraklasa company (average=0.58) and Ekstraklasa
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clubs (average=0.58). A similar conclusion may be drawn regarding network embeddedness. In contrast, the highest results in activity are shown not only by managers from
PZPN, but also from clubs from 2nd-5th divisions (with lower results registered by managers from Ekstraklasa company, and Ekstraklasa clubs). Managers from regional football associations and football academies have the lowest results in all aspects.

PZPN

EKSTRAKLA COMPANY

EKSTRAKLASA CLUBS

I LEAGUE CLUBS

II, III, IV LEAGUE CLUBS

OZPN. WZPN

FOOTBALL ACADEMIES

ANOVA KRUSKAL-WALLIS RANG TEST
H (N= 319)

Table 3. Indexes – correlation with workplace

TOTAL
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ACTIVITY

0.56
0.02

0.67
0.03

0.58
0.01

0.58
0.01

0.50
0.03

0.43
0.02

0.54
0.00

0.37
0.01

p =0.00
p =0.00

NETWORK
EMBEDDEDNESS

0.11

0.15

0.15

0.12

0.12

0.07

0.06

0.08

p =0.00

ATRACTIVENESS

0.27

0.27

0.28

0.28

0.29

0.23

0.29

0.21

p =0.32

INDEX

COMPLETNESS

Source: author’s own research

The relationship between indexes and managers functions is presented in Table
4. In fact, there is no statistical difference between managers working in marketing vs.
managers working in other areas of Polish football with regard to the four indexes.
Table 4. Indexes – differences between marketing and other mangers
INDEX

TOTAL

MARKETING
MANAGERS

OTHER
MANAGERS

MANN
- WHITNEY U TEST

COMPLETNESS
ACTIVITY

0.56
0.02

0.57
0.03

0.55
0.01

p=0.97
p=0.54

NETWORK
EMBEDDEDNESS

0.11

0.11

0.12

p=0.49

ATRACTIVENESS

0.27

0.27

0.27

p=0.83

Source: author’s own research

The connection between the length of professional experience and indexes is presented in Table 5. In fact, one may observe this connection only in case of two indexes:
network embeddedness and activity (at 10% level in the latter case) – both increase with
the length of the professional experience.
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ATRACTIVENESS

0.510
0.008
0.094
0.245

0.604
0.019
0.124
0.293

0.566
0.015
0.122
0.285

0.597
0.031
0.131
0.237

H (N= 295)

0.569
0.016
0.117
0.276

ANOVA KRUSKAL-WALLISRANGTEST

20+ YEARS

NETWORK EMBEDDEDNESS

TO 20 YEARS

ACTIVITY

TO 10 YEARS

COMPLETNESS

TO 5 YEARS

INDEX

TOTAL

Table 5. Indexes – correlation with the length of professional experience*

p =0.30
p =0.09
p =0.00
p =0.34

* N=295 as it was not possible to identify the length of professional experience for the whole sample
Source: author’s own research

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The goal of the study was to determine the way Polish football managers use LinkedIn to create their personal business brand. The main conclusion of the research is that
the managers exploit the potential of LinkedIn only in a very limited and mostly static
way.
The highest scores are registered in completeness index. It may confirm the research by Lueg& Nielsen (2015) who claim that LinkedIn, more than XING, encourages
users to meticulously fill in information about their professional experience. Secondly,
although at the clearly lower level, the attractiveness index appears. Both indexes show
a moderate correlation, but also high standard deviations. It can be concluded that although most of the managers complete the main parts of the profile, they do it in a quite
basic way. Only the most diligent ones care more about the quality of the information
supplied and more advanced personalization of their profile. Neither completeness, nor
attractiveness of the profile depends on gender, function, or length of the work experience. Only completeness correlates with the workplace, with the highest scores in the
organizations from the top of Polish football (PZPN, followed by Ekstraklasa company,
and clubs playing in Ekstraklasa).
The index of network embeddedness of the managers is quite low, as the quasi-totality of them scores not more than 0.3. This is surprising, as building a network of professional relations is one of the main goals of presence in business social media, and
the convenience of LinkedIn in this respect is very high. In fact, even though the portal’s
official philosophy promotes making contact only with people whom a user knows and
trusts (because the size of the network is not as important as its quality), LinkedIn algorithms recommend members to connect and position profiles with larger contact networks better (Samuel 2018). Similarly, receiving and giving recommendations as well as
confirming other members’ skills, which are important in building the credibility of the
profile, are also underused. Network embeddedness seems to be higher among men
than women, among managers working in PZNP and Ekstraklasa company than elsewhere. It rises with the length of professional experience and shows a moderate correlation with the completeness of the profile.
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Network embeddedness may be seen as a prerequisite for activity in LinkedIn, as
the activity should have some audience. In fact, both indexes show only a low correlation (0.32). The activity index registers clearly the lowest scores among the four indexes
with 61% of managers showing no activity, and following 34% of them registering only a
minimum activity. The cases of regular activity are very rare. Most of the profiles of the
football managers are therefore static, serving more as virtual resume, than a tool to
build a professional brand. A very similar conclusion was drawn by (Deszczyński 2018)
who found that all profiles of Polish export managers were static. In fact, it turns out that
many users start or update their profile, and eventually make some activities in business
social media in the periods of looking for a new job, and they let the profile inactive once
the job found (Roulin, N., Bangerter 2013). Activity rises with the length of professional
experience and is higher in PZPN and the second division clubs than elsewhere.
In general, it can be found out that managers working in PZPN score the most in
completeness, network embeddedness, and activity. It is coherent with the image of
PZPN being the most professionalized football organization in Poland. It is in this organization that most of the innovations in management and marketing activities (social
media included) start in Polish football. Moreover, the professional self-presentation in
LinkedIn is linked more to the workplace than to the function held in the organization,
as the marketing managers do not score better than other managers in any of the researched dimensions. On the other hand, it improves with the length of professional
experience. The former result is somehow different than in the study by Evans (2017)
who found that people with extensive experience may have difficulty to adapt to modern technological solutions and to run a professional profile. Also in contrast to some
studies finding gender differences in self-presentation in social media (Tifferet and Vilnai-yavetz 2018), in this study, only a slight difference in network embeddedness
between men and women is found.
The most important practical implication of the study for the managers is the indication, that if a managerial job in PZPN is seen as a professional success in Polish
football, an aspiring person should create their virtual brand as the managers from PZPN
do – i.e. carrying not only about completeness of the LinkedIn profile, but also using the
platform to create and share professional content in a dense football network. It will
not only provide proof of personal professionalism but may also act as a self-fulfilling
prophecy. Even more so as it is not difficult to stand out given a generally low activity and
profile attractiveness of most of the managers.
In a broader practical perspective, the results of the study may help effectively build
a personal brand in a business social network, also for managers working outside the
sport industry. Moreover, the results may be valuable for companies paying attention to
their brand presentation in LinkedIn through their employers’ profiles and activities.
The methodological innovativeness of the study aims to provide the indexes that
may serve in a multidimensional evaluation of a self-presentation in a social business
network. Further research should verify their application to other professions, also in an
international context.
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