Chapter Two

Applying Cultural Discourse Analysis
to an Online Community

LinkedIn's Cultural Discourse of Professionalism

Tabitha Hart and Trudy Milburm

LinkedIn has a strong presence in the online lives of adults around the world,;
according to the Pew Research Center, 25% of all Americans use it (Green-
wood, Perrin, & Duggan, 2016). However, with its nearly 500,000,000 mem-
bers worldwide at the time of this writing (LinkedIn, 2017a), over 70% of
which are located outside the United States (LinkedIn, 2017a), LinkedIn is
arguably the most popular social media site for work-related purposes. Ac-
cording to the company itself, the primary purpose of LinkedIn “is to connect
the world’s professionals to make them more productive and successful”
(LinkedIn, 2016a). As ethnographers of communication, we were intrigued
by LinkedIn’s emphasis on the concept of professionalism, not only as ap-
plied to the nature and purpose of its network, but also in relation to the
identities of its users and the ideal communicative behaviors to be performed
in its virtual community. Having done work in the area of usability research
and design (Milburn, 2015), we were also interested in how the LinkedIn
platform was implicated in ideas about—as well as the performance of—
professionalism. Using the theoretical and methodological tools of the eth-
fography of communication (EC) and cultural discourse analysis (CuDA),
Ve studied what it meant to be professional and to perform professionalism
gtf)luLlnkedIn.. In so doing, we discovered that a particular cultural dis-
pror::eﬂ .dzscourrve of professional communication—was ex.presged and
= oted via the LinkedIn platform. In this chapter, after reviewing literature
! Professional talk and its settings, we will present our analysis of this
trse and the way it was encoded into the LinkedIn platform. Specifical-
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lv. we will show how an ideal Linkgdln user 'perfom]s 2 Profeg
e)r;’gages in professional communicative behaviors, and ¢ogp. ..

professionals via LinkedIn.

Ong
neCts Wlth ] Self’

Othe,
PROFESSIONAL TALK AND ITS SETTINGS

Among discursive research about institutional talk, we find descripg,
about how individual employees’ identities are shaped and displayeq (Dren‘s

& Heritage, 1993; Dyer & Keller-.Cohen, 2000, HOIH?CS, .2006; Hole,
Stubbe, & Vine, 1999). The two main ways professionalism is characteﬁZed’
are within an expressive system of work (see Carbaugh, 1996) or as a disp1ay
or performance of speaker competence (see Blazkova,' 20 1 1);’Mada and Saf.
toiu (2012) summarize the way “professional commyqlcatlon can'be accom-
plished through either individual speech acts or joint, pragmatiC actions,

However, still missing are descriptions of professionalism in. general, i,
how professional selves are displayed outside of the organizations in which

they work. Is professionalism an identity category that transcends a Speciﬁc
organization? Can one’s professional 1dentity be shaped by an organization

for which an employee does not work?

Creating a professional self is not done in isolation. It presumes at least a
community of like-minded professionals or what has been theoretically de-
scribed as a community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) who will under-
stand one’s display of personhood. LinkedIn is such a community, albeit an
online one, providing a setting where participants can display their member-
ship and their professional identities in a specific, locally comprehensible
way. Approaching a technological platform as a setting is a useful way to
make sense of it as a scene for social activity, one replete with roles, rules,
premises, and norms. By setting we refer to Hymes’s SPEAKING heuristic
(1964, 1972), which helps ethnographers of communication categorize dif-
ferent facets or aspects of communication situations. Each letter of the mne-
monic (S-P-E-A-K-I-N-G) represents different communication-related vari-
3b::(s:eorfcategoriis, with thg “S” refen'*ing to “setting” or “scene,” i.e., the
1972,p. 6g)§p\§fl:1cileiitfir;?ﬁe1:’sg fﬁzatlh[lts] physical circumstances” (Hymes,
cal location in which communication a:tisvéttmg and scene denoted the physt-

Ity took place, the concept is valid

in describing _online spaces as well (Beneito-Montagut, 201 Herring, 2007,
Pfister & Soliz, 201 1), whether immersive multidimensional virtual :vorlds

or significantly “flatter” online spaces (Boellstorff : -
lo, 1999; Tosca, 2002). ( ortl, 2008; Hart, 2015; Paolil-

Approaching LinkedIn’s technological platform as a setting makes sense
from an EC perspective, because it foregrounds the assumption that such
spaces have their own particular rules, norms, premises, and meanings suc

’ per-
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Dlaces, and they are intricately linked with scripts and rules of ComMmunica-

ive conduct. Set_tmgs are mental constructs that we associate with guidelines

for communicative beh'av1or..In other words, the people present in a given

etting generally have 1'deas in mind about their roles there, as well ag the
porms, rules, and premises goyeming communicative conduct in that place

What’s more, in.an online environment, the norms, premises, and rules guid:
ing communicatl.ve'conduct may actually be encoded into the platform itself
(Hart, 2016). This 1s because interfaces are a means not only of presentihg
information, options, and activities to the user, but also of organizing infor-
mation, options, and activities. The very design of an online platform serves
to enable and/or constrain communicative action, allowing some activities
and restricting others; in this way interfaces are implicated in users’ interpre-
tational and sense-making processes (Beer, 2008; Gane & Beer, 2008; Mano-
vich, 2001, 2003). Whether explicitly or not, the technological platform sup-
porting user interactions is implicated in local understandings of sanctioned

communicative behavior.

METHODS

Data Collection

When people make use of an interactive online platform such as LinkedIn,
they must navigate what is possible, what is permissible, and what is not.
This is especially true within an unfamiliar online community where a user
might be a new and/or novice member, and/or when the protocols for engag-
ing in that community are frequently changing. For users and researchers
alike there is a learning curve to determine how interactions are supposed to
proceed and what they are supposed to signify. In our case, applying CuDA
to LinkedIn’s community required carefully investigating users’ experiences
as well as the online setting on and through which those experiences OCCl,lI‘
(here, an interactive, technology-mediated platform). Drawing on Hart’s
(2015) methods for analyzing the ways in which digital interfaces enable and
constrain users’ experiences, we therefore engaged in a two-pronged ap-
proach to data collection.

First, we collected users’ stories of and perspectives on their experiences
of professionalism on LinkedIn. To do this we circulated a call for interview-
ees among our own social and professional networks, using Facebook, Lin-
kedIn, and other networking tools that we had access to, such as intraorgan-
izational Listservs. Once we began interviewing those who responded to our
initial calls, we used snowball sampling to identify other likely interview
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candidates. In total we interviewed 20 LinkedIn users w},

cal location as well as linguistic/cultural backgroyp ds “?’ Whep, geog
count, represented a variety of different countries, inclug; I:re takep, i t(‘:Dhi.
ain, Canada, China, Estonia, Germany, Japan, and the Uniteq g Ustra]ia, &,

In conducting the interviews, we leamed that oyr i tervjteates' it
from experts who used LinkedIn frequently for compjey o Weeg fange,
tasks, to novices who used the platform infrequently and Were no; Micatig,
with many of its functionalities. Because our purpose in conducting t}famia’
views was to elicit all types of user experiences with the platform, 46 \ev Intgy,
a range of perceptions on it, we utilized open-ended interview qu€st1'0n:” a
allowed users to discuss actions and/or emotions. To this end, as]‘(hat
questions that began with their origins of use, addressed specific g0als a;g
purposes, and concluded with thoughts on future expectations.

All the interviews were conducted in English and were done ejthe; in
person or remotely using Skype. When participants granted us permissiop,
we recorded the interviews using either Apple’s Voice Memos app (in per.
son) or Audio Hijack Pro (remote). All recordings were transcribed; in those
cases where no recording was made, we transcribed our notes. All record-

ings, notes, and transcriptions were added to our data set.
In the second phase of data collection, we focused on the LinkedIn plat-

form itself. Drawing on our training in the ethnography of communication,
we engaged in participant observation by spending time on LinkedIn using
our own accounts, from which vantage point we studied the platform. We

collected s?:reep?hcftgéndjotteddownnotes, paying attention fo the various

communication options and protocols for what LinkedIn terms a basic ac-

count. We also pored over the public LinkedIn help pages at https:/www.
linkedin.com/help/linkedin, which provided detailed descriptions of the plat-

form’s functionalities, as well as protocols for its use. Finally, we collected

other materials pertaining to the platform and its use, including LinkedIn’s
terms of service, the account-related emails that we ‘as LinkedIn users) re-
ceived, apd_how-to materials for LinkedIn account holders from other profes-
S@_E_Y?l?p{n_en_tfsfi_tes. Ajl these materials were added to our data set.

Data Analysis

l(l)s‘; d?ntaoaialg;ls process was multistep. The initial data analytic tool that we
scribed as termin}cl)nam;n of frOféssz°0;?a[ism is what Car baugh (1989) de-
action™ (Care » falk or “communication codes for talk and pragmatic

. augh, 2017; Carbaugh, Nuciforo, Saito, & Shin, 2011). We
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g8)? To discover cu s and their concopm;
a g begaf? by scrutinizing the data set for pal'ticular(:;n:-::1a " Culturg] Practiceg
mmumcate Prop”erly and professionally on Linkedl8 sugg“ﬁ"ga Wayu;
» “connecting,” etc. Speciﬁca"y, We e N, such ag «, oy

) Xamined ork-
ol talk as they occurred in the interyie terms

, related ¢
| articipants’ W data, including hoy, e
d into our p pants’ accounts and €Xperiences Such terms

figw'® . g
ngamined the L1n}<edIn ple.ltform to identify which forms ofAddntlopally, we
existed there, which practices they involved, and how they F\)::mc;znbal talk

€ led or

discouraged by the platfqrm’s build. In essence, we anal ,
ond practices of professionalism were encoded into thzzf?nizm:]ocﬂt}dm
Plattorm

9
gion

itself. .
Next, we applied the conceptual suite of meaning,

ertaining to communicative conduct, drawn from boti; Spl::éz;fi:‘i;d‘;’;dthmles
(Philipsen, 1992, 1997; Philipsen, Coutu, & Covarrubias 2005) and CuD
’ A
(Carbaugh, 2017). In speech codes theory (SCT), a speech code is defined as
g Syfc’t?m of socially cqnstrpcted symbols anq meanings, premises, and rules,
pertaining to communicative conduct” (Philipsen, 1997, p. 126). EC re-
searcher§ usg SCT z.lnd thc.: concept of speech codes to examine situated
commumcatlop within particular communities, and to understand the ways
that its strategic use enables community members to develop shared under-
standings and coordinate their activity (Fitch, 1998; Philipsen, 1997;
Schwartzman, 1989). Similarly, in CuDA all communication practices in-
volve underlying (cultural) meanings and premises, the discovery and the
description of which is a foundational step in the research venture (Carbaugh,
2017). For our study, we examined patterns in the meanings (i.e., signifi-
cance) of professional talk on LinkedIn, the premises underlying professional
talk (i.e., the assumptions about its value, operation, etc.), and the rules
governing its execution.

Finally, we used CuDA to direct our attention to three particular discur-
sive hubs—being/identity, doing/action, and relating (Carbaugh & Cerully,
2018; Carbaugh, 2017)—as they emerged from the data. Discursive hubs
refer to previously identified sites of cultural meaning. To address questions
about identity we focused on the being hub, analyzing what it meant to be
professional on LinkedIn, including how a professional self ougbt to be
displayed. To address questions about action We focused on the df)lng hub,
asking what “professional” behavior entailed, including what speaﬁc acts a
professional ought (or ought not) to engage in on LinkedIn. Flnally, tohai-
dress questions about how people interact we focuseq on thg re}atmg u :
studying how users were expected to engage “professionally” with Onebaltlh
other. From there, evidence of a cultural discourse emerged, COI?VCyed 0 q
explicitly and implicitly by the company, applied by our interviewees, =
encoded into the LinkedIn platform itself.
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The purported utility of having a LinkedI'n account g ,
productive and successful” in ope’s professional persona (Linkedlne oy
Here, professional is equated with labor and employment Of o, 2

16,
ite: ST Courge 1. M)
dIn users need not be employed to use the site; however, Linkedp, i:c, L|'

ly designed to showcase those facets of a user’s life that i e;phm

careess;-whether_past, present, oOf future. The three CEJDA hubs .ﬁata*the"
pertained to proféssionalism on LinkedIn as .reﬂef:ted In our data wers
gically displaying one’s professional self (identity); connecting vy
users (action); and engaging with other users 1n professwnal ways (felating)
Here we will describe our findings on each hub, including how each py o

encoded into the platform.

Displaying the Professional Self (Identity)

Creating a profile is the first step to using LinkedIn; without one only 5
limited amount of information on the platform can be searched for or viewed,
To create and modify one’s profile, LinkedIn offers a worksheet-style inter-
active web page with which a LinkedIn user can add, edit, or remove infor-
mation simply by clicking on the relevant section of the page. The key
information shared via a LinkedIn profile is featured at the top of each profile
page, i.e., what LinkedIn terms the “Intro” section. The Intro section high-
lights information that is foundational to a LinkedIn profile: a profile photo,
first and last name, current position, geographical region, and professional
industry. Beneath the Intro is the “Experience” section, where users can list
their past and present positions; for each one, users can enter the job title, the
company, start and end dates, and a brief description of the position. Follow-
ing the Expenenpe section 1s “Education,” where users can list any degrees
garned. P,rogressmg down the profile page, other possible sections to include
n a user’s proﬁle are “Featured Skills and Endorsements,” “Recommenda-
tions (recglveq and/or given), Accomplishments, Interests, and so on. Addi-
tlopal sections in a user profile can include things like Publications, Certifi-
cations, Course's, Prole(fts, Honors & Awards, Test Scores, Languages, etc.
" T;l;: more 1nf,‘?nnat1f)n.users include in their profiles, the greater their

rofile Strength”: a built-in “Profile Strength meter” m “h bust
[one’s] profile is” and ides - Sl e O TOO0S

and provides “recommendations on which profil ons
to add to improve the dis o ICh profile sections
) coverability of [one’s] profile in
Increase profile search » (1 search results and
: appearances” (LinkedIn, 2017¢). Wh ,
file is deemed complete, LinkedIn rates it as “:f&ll e).” i g
the profile sections available to LinkedIn ys ﬁ:Star. Lacen & @ winle,
©IS alllrm what facets of a per-

son’s life are relevant to their ‘ identi
professional identity. Simulta
: : : - neous
gories that are omitted from a LinkedIn profile—such as m 'tZI ly, thefcatc?_
antal and/or fami-



ly status, RODYER> .
gbout what 18 considered to be irrelevant to one’s professional se

cvironment. As one interviewee reported (all names have been changeq
ged):

If somebody sets up a LinkedIn profile in the w '

signed to be done—it’s an online resume—so yi)yuu:: 1;:;:; pcl:)bably d?'
skills and everybody’s work they have done throughout their carccraz'wy X
basically seeing what somebody’s skills or somebody’s interests »Orou i
body'’s talents are. . . . You are not seeing whether Joanie has three’ kid;ml;:
much Ginny loves to bake bread, how much Joanie Joves watching Da;zcln
with the Stars. It’s all about their professional—all their career based skills anf!

talents. (Trisha)

In this way, the LinkedIn user interface is encoded with expectations for
what comprises a professional identity, and it explicitly directs users to dis-
play the appropriate facets of that identity, and to suppress (omit) those facets

that are irrelevant.
As users build out their proﬁlqs, a key rule in operation is that they must

portray their professional sel@. This is explicitly communicated in
LinkedIn’s User Agreement, whete under section 8.2 (Don’ts) it states that
each user agrees not to ‘““create a false identity on LinkedIn”; “misrepresent
[their] identity (e.g., by using a pseudonym), [their] current or previous posi-
tions, qualifications or affiliations with a person or identity”; or “create a
member profile for anyone other than [themselves] (a real person)” (Linke-
dIn, 2017h). This rule was not lost on our interviewees, all of whom ex-
pressed the assumption that LinkedIn should only be used to display one’s

real professional self. As another interviewee explained:

Everything that I want expose[d] professionally in my real life, in my real
professional life, would go onto my [LinkedIn] profile So anything I would
reveal in a professional encounter I would also consider putting it on my
LinkedIn profile. My photos, what skills I have, what my goals are, what my
education is, my professional background, my previous jobs, maybe even my
stance on certain technologies. . . . I would stress that [people] should use
LinkedIn in such a way that it reflects their professional life and not something
else, and that they don’t use it as—that they don’t lie on their profile or that
they don’t exaggerate and that they try to have it reflect their true business and
their true professional person-personality. (Matthew)

In fact, in the event that a user detects “inaccurate” or false information on
another user’s profile, they may “file a formal complaint” using LinkedIn’s
Notice of Inaccurate Profile Information form, on which they must assert
how they “know [the] account or other information to be inaccurate or false”
(LinkedIn, 2017c). All such forms are said to be reviewed by the company’s
“Trust and Safety” team (LinkedIn, 2017g).
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Although the platfo , ,
fulness of a user’s LinkedIn profile, 1t does include built-ip Mechgp, d tru

in the portrayal of one’s profegs; iSmy
uld encourage honesty 1n t ional e e
;:,)r example, LinkedIn’s Skill Endorsements feature, whicp, £ They, s

. . . h then b e d ” a“OWS user
list their own proficiencies, which can ¢ “endorsed” by MY Igt.ge. O
connections. Users can also use the Recommendations featyre Cithe, . eg',ee
recommendations from and/or give them to 1st-degree connectjoy (a fe: t:fi
re

t
that we will return to shortly). Here.again, the? expectation of oyy intery
ecs was that users be honest in their evgh‘l‘atlor’l,s of: one another, g, te}::
these profile features would represent thel.r true” or “actual” skils a4 qualt
ities. Some interviewees took this so seriously that they refused to endors;
their connections unless they were absolutely certain of the genuinepeg i
their purported qualities. Without this honesty, one interviewee said, ghe
would “just [be] adding mush” to someone’s profile. (Trisha)

rm is not equipped to automaticaly Ver;
th

Connecting with Others (Action)

As a social networking site, LinkedIn’s explicit purpose is to connect it
users with one another. On the LinkedIn platform, to cornect means to estab-
lish a symbolic link with another user, thereby demonstrating an association

or a relationship. LinkedIn displays only three types of connections: Ist-
degree (users are directly connected to one another); 2nd-degree (users are
not directly connected to one another, but they share a Ist-degree connec-
tion); and 3rd-degree (users have a 2nd-degree connection in common). If
two users are not connected in any of these ways, then the default status of
their relationship is “Out of Network,” which means that the two users have
no recognized connection on LinkedIn. The number of connections that a
user has is prominently noted at the top of the profile page, up to 500 (be-
yond that the number is displayed simply as 500+).

Knowing the local rules for how and when to connect with other LinkedIn
users is fundamental to being a competent member of this community. On
the one hand, as our interviewees reported, it can be tempting to make con-
nections less discriminately with the simple aim of enlarging one’s network.
I;ﬁ:?::tr; It;rocr:l ethg acill:nmstratlve viewpoint, it ig not gppropriate to connect

] yone. Ln the contrary, LinkedIn explicitly instructs users to con-
nect only with “contact[s] you know personally and who you trust on a
professional level” (LinkedIn, 2017b). LinkedIn’s User A re};m nt goes SO
far as to forbid connecting with unknown users, also prohibgitin “e l'g't ing]
email addresses or other personal information” from unknowngL.s?( 1(011 [ing
ers, as well as “us[ing] LinkedIn invitations to send messages to in el n l}l]s-
don’t know you or who are unlikely to recognize you as a knovseop o S
(LinkedIn, 2017h). According to LinkedIn, this rule js in place becI:u(l:s0 entac;t
known and trusted contacts can be considered “quality ConneCtionS,”O;l 21'
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: . ] network” (L
This underlying rule Qf knowing and trusting one’s cor(m:::(-edln’ 2017d),
commwicated by our interviewees: Ion8 was algg

. 1 choose not to allow connections of anyone that I have ot
Jone business with, or have shared information, or Drovided rel;gf:mally
in some form or shape. (Dustin) ces to

. Myown p.olicy [on having LinkedIn connections] is people I have actually
worked with are thg only people [ have [in my network]. (Adam)

. [In my network] it would probably be past colleagues that I actually
worked with, within the same company [and] customers that | worked
with. . . . I don’t know if I would use it initially to contact an unknown
person. [ probably would contact people that I’ve had, you know, a previ-
ous relationship with somehow. (Molly)

. I tend not to connect with people who I don’t know, even if I know them
through somebody else. I tend not to have too many connections with
people who I vaguely know. When I get connection requests, unless I
know them or they are familiar to me I tend not to accept, unless they are
people who I’ve heard about. For example, I might have heard about
somebody mentioning a chap who is the HR director or the L&D director
at HP or Nokio, or something, and they’ve mentioned this guy’s got really
interesting ideas, and then if I come across them, or they have asked to
connect to me, then I’ll accept. But if it’s just some guy I’ve never heard
of before then I tend to ignore them. (Charles)

. Do I know them and have I worked with them for over, let’s say, a year?
In other words I might have to write a reference for them—do I have the
capability to do that? People that I"ve worked with for a week or whz}tever,
or maybe someone [from a] company [that] once sold me something—I
just ignore those people. But people that I have worked with for more than

a year, | accept their LinkedIn requests. (Richard)

As the excerpts above illustrate, our interviewees recogniz.ed and followed

LinkedIn’s suggested strategies for making network connections. S
The expectation that LinkedIn networks must be com%;lcge y1:wOr

lnown and trusted others Is encoded 1nto the piaf?c')r'rﬁ frexplcit-ways:

=

example, when users click on the “My Network” 2D, L-m}i( eglgsgiﬁi)’l’stg
“peaple you may know” field, listing other people who might 5° K190 ©
that user. Beneath each person’s name and lnformat.lo'n is a 1(r§ B
to either “Connect” with them or “Invite” them to join Linke tI;.eir it
also asked to consider importing their email address books fromd ribed by
into LinkedIn via the “Grow Your Network™ Page’,,a f.eature eSC(emd pre-
LinkedIn as “the fastest way to grow your ngtwork, with klr(lownu ¥l
sumably) trusted people. Using these data, LinkedIn also makKes Sugg
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nal known contacts by inferring relati.onships from «

managers, employers, edgcatlonal INStitutiop, e g,
e users can make connection requests to anyg Ol
connect on LinkedIn does have a potentia] penr;(;’ askjng

‘ccally, if the person receiving the request chooses o clicy g,
:esp onsej to the request, they then have the chance to report that re;

. % ’ s person.”’ If enough invitees .
invitation as, [ don’t know this p & Make this y

about the user issuing invitations, then the offending user’s accoyp; iz
ms o,

suspended. These features, encoded into the platfo.nn,' impose no
connecting on LinkedIn, the most prominent of which IS that users shoulg
connect only with those people who are known to them, 1deally in 3 Profes.

for additio
nections Of shared

such factors.” Whil
unknown people o

sional context.

Engaging with Others Professionally (Relating)

The third hub of communicative activity that we explored was relating with
other LinkedIn users; specifically, with one’s connections, i.€., the people
within one’s LinkedIn network. A key rule operating on the platform is to be
positive and constructive in one’s communication. This rule is strongly ex-
pressed in LinkedIn’s user guidelines, which exhort members to be “nice,”
“courteous,” “professional,” and “respectful,” Users are told not to “promote
negativity” or “be rude”; this would, in fact, be grounds for removal from the
platform. Users must also “keep comments, postings, and interactions con-
structive.” This entails “shar[ing] ideas and opinions openly,” “answer]ing
questions] with thoughtful and friendly contributions,” and “shar[ing] best
practices, ideas, and knowledge with other users.” By offering up “construc-
tive feedback,” the LinkedIn community can purportedly become a better
and more profegsional space (LinkedIn, 2013, 2015, 2016b).
dlnihss::?:gfft;c): (t[c} Il;e lEositive ar;d constructive was also visible in Linke-
to list their skills di - For example, the Endorsements feature allows users
skills 1rect!y on their own profiles. Ist-degree connections can
offer endorsement by clicking on a skill; thereafter the skill displavs the text
“Endorsed by [1st-degree connection name].” Use e skill displays the text,
Is cannot endorse them-

re, negative endorsements, i.€.,

It])ge\éw;}elr:(snelfs encouraged to “be gg specific as possible
s] strengths and skills . . . and the positive

effects [of what they did1 »
directly critiquing one’s connections. The only posssi]:)?; ?glorc: Lt or
y 10 complain or

critique ion i
dq a fellow connection is through omisgjop.
endorsement or recommendatio. » € Dot offering any
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.« chapter we described three main hybg e .

Inrtai‘sin to prgfess?onalism on ;inkedln: stratcgi:alclz"c;;‘:ulmcguvc activiy
pe ional self (identity); connecting with other profc”l,os;;ylng One’s pro.
fes qing with other users in professional ways (relating), T, l: (action); ang
engse three hubs indicate that a cultural discourse js jp [;la N a8 a whole,
the LinkedIn’s cultural discourse of professionaliy » Which we will
urse of professionalism is localized within Line dln’ss;n The wlm|

fer to 85
disco , ated :
nd points to associated practices for ena

etting, & e .k . cting professjonal;
]Sy defined) within this setting, including how to relate to o Corlx?c]étlo‘,i;l};

other USErs; and how to commugicate appropriately while doin g s0.
[nterestingly, the cultural discourse of professionalism relies upon, b
als0 rranscends, specific organizational affiliations that LinkedIn usl;prs I:,efe‘:
ence i their profiles. Neverthel.ess, the discourse of professionalism as jt i
enacted through apd on the. LinkedIn platform affords limited—even re.
stricted——possibilitles for being, acting, and relating. When users compose
ond display their online professional selves, contextualized only within the
limited setting of the LinkedIn platform, a fragmentary picture emerges. A
LinkedIn profile cannot encompass a professional identity, even when it is of
«A]l Star” quality. Similarly, by limiting what users can display about them-
selves on the platform (i.e., who users can “be” in this setting), LinkedIn
effectively limits how users can relate with one another. For example, by
omitting any additional information included in a user’s profile, 1st-, 2nd- or
Jrd-degree connections may feel prevented from knowing a more “authentic
self” with facets beyond job skills and experiences. Furthermore, by prescrib-
ing a limited type of interactions, the site does not encourage what we might
have deemed as important relationship-building activities in other interper-
sonal settings, such as greeting sequences, going through stages of relational
development, and sustaining interaction in ongoing ways (also see Scollo and
Poutiainen’s chapter, this volume). _
Although we didn’t apply the CuDA hub of dwelling per se, by examin-
ing a Hymesian serting we approach a dwelling-like hub. Pc?ople do not live
on Linkedln, as the term dwelling might suggest, but the Ul 1s constructed as
aplace within which shadow-selves—users’ profiles—reside, and a particu-

lar type of bei ' rofessional selves makes sense. What
Artype of being and relating by these p of professionalism on

8 more, our investigation of the cultural discourse - d
LinkedIn included analysis of how the discourse itself 18 encoc[lfld {Il&l’teoil(i?s-
Promoted by) the setting itself, here the LinkedIn platform oF to engage
.trated how the LinkedIn UI plays a significant fole m'culntg ltl}i;asrs online set-
" Professional conduct in a manner deemed approprate 02015) a partrcu-

ng. Put differently, the LinkedIn UI “encodes” (cf 3 atriel:j to gurde users
4 Dotion of professional communication, and 18 intended t0 8
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: . od to be correct and legitimate for this

through the actll:er;ss (\i::fhmﬁlrlrllfid (and limiting) functionalities, the Lsﬁ
By prov1dlngfrom engaging in activities that would be considered uny
b'IOCkls usierrlzl propriate in this space. Users learn about legitimized ang non.
?el:o?t?m?;ed \I;ays of being and communicating as they become more exper
mimbers of this community. The LinkedIn platform encoc.le's ideas about tp,
professional self and how that self should be expressed; it also serveg to

regulate professional communication in.thls space. - |
Finally, we want to address the notion 'of cross-cultural comparisons, Ip
our findings we noticed that what 1s conceived of as pfofessm.nal commun;-
cation on LinkedIn resonates with the way expertise typical of North
American culture is enacted (Dyer & Keller-Cohen, 2000). These practices
also resonate with some features of what Carbaugh (1988) referred to as
“Talking American.” In particular, the preference for “honest” communica-
tion on LinkedIn is similar to the American practice of “being honest” desig-
nated by “truthful and open talk where individual rights are exercised and
self is displayed” (Carbaugh, 1988, p. 110). The difference might be that on
LinkedIn, individual rights are limited; we did not find users describing their
communication on LinkedIn as “open” (although some interviewees de-
scribed “sharing” on the platform). Further, what we observed was akin to
Carbaugh’s (1996) discussion of working selves articulated through and im-
plicating communication practices. We conceived of LinkedIn as a rich,
cultural site where professional selves (who may be working in a particular
organization at the moment) connect with known others via invitations and
acceptances to form a network. It was through these cultural practices that

the relationship between communication and professional identity became
noticeable.

tting.
aISO
rofes.

In sum, our study illustrates the utility of using CuDA to examine how
LinkedIn users present themselves, connect with others, and establish (and
maintain) professional relationships in this online enviro
further interact with others on LinkedIn, and the
there transcending and/or blendin
ther exploration.

nment. How people

. possibility of what they do
g Into other settings certainly warrants fur-
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