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NTRODUCTION 
Increasingly, organizations are giving the recruitment and 

selection process a fundamental role in organizational 
success and competitiveness (Derous & De Fruyt, 2016). In this 
context of “the war” for talent (Frasca & Edwards, 2017), technology 
has emerged as a key element (Derous & De Fruyt, 2016; García-
Izquierdo et al., 2019; Ryan & Derous, 2019) in the identification and 
selection of professionals with an appropriate fit to the position and 
the organization (García-Izquierdo et al., 2015; Sylva & Mol, 
2009).  

Among these uses of technology, along with the use of computerized 
tests, gamification, audio-visual resources, and corporate websites 
among others, social network websites (SNW) have become one of 
the main tools used by professionals in various fields and occupations, 
as well as by recruitment and selection professionals (Chapman & 
Mayers, 2015; Nikolaou, 2014; Woods et al, 2020). For the former, 
the search for a job is one of the most important reasons for joining a 
professional social network such as LinkedIn (Frasca & Edwards, 
2017), towards which they show a positive attitude (Aguado et al., 
2016). For the latter, SNWs are a tool, used in online recruitment, for 
screening candidates and configuring a bank on which to develop the 
evaluative processes associated with the selection process (Black & 
Johnson, 2012; Chiang & Suen, 2015). 

However, the use of SNW for recruitment and selection does 
involve some difficulties. For example, the traditional division 

between recruitment (attracting a sufficient number of suitable 
candidates) and selection (assessing their fit with the requirements of 
the position) can be blurred (Aguado et al., 2016). Thus, HR 
professionals infer, from the information that the candidate provides 
in their profile, characteristics about their personality, their 
competencies, and even predictions regarding the quality of their 
future performance in the company (Van Iddekinge et al., 2016), 
and based on this they assess the candidate’s suitability in terms of 
their fit with the position and the organization (Back et al., 2010; 
Chamorro-Premuzic & Steinmetz, 2013; Kluemper et al., 2012; 
Roulin & Bangerter, 2013). This decision-making process 
associated with the analysis of the candidate’s public information 
and not with a standardized measurement process, can be 
accompanied by deficits in the reliability of the measures, and a 
lack of validity due to the scarcity of associated evidence. There are 
limitations that, in addition, can produce biases when using 
information that is not related to job performance (García-Izquierdo 
et al., 2015; Seiter & Hatch, 2005; Shannon & Stark, 2003; Villeda 
et al., 2019). 

In this context, different authors call for both further research on the 
use of SNW for recruitment and selection (e.g., Ryan & Derous, 
2016) and the development of tools that enable the use of SNW 
according to established psychometric criteria (Ötting & Maier, 
2018).  

Thus, the aim of our work is to construct four specific rubrics to assess 
the information present in LinkedIn profiles, taking as a substantive 
model the LinkedIn Big Four (Aguado et al., 2019), and to obtain 
initial evidence about its reliability and validity. To this end, the 
reliability of the rubrics is explored through their internal consistency, 
temporal reliability, and inter-rater reliability; and their predictive 
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validity is examined through the analysis of their relationship with the 
generic competencies established in the Great Eight Competency 
Model (Bartram, 2005).  
 
THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 
SNW in the context of Recruitment and Selection 

A SNW is characterized by allowing the user to: (a) define a profile 
within a bounded system; (b) articulate a list of contacts with whom to 
share information; and (c) view and browse their own list and those of 
other users to identify opportunities for connection and contact (Boyd & 
Ellison, 2007). In addition, professional social networks, such as 
LinkedIn, make information about professional projects, positions held, 
and contributions to professional organizations available to a large 
number of Internet users (Black & Johnson, 2012; Nikolaou, 2014). 

Among the advantages of using SNW as a means of online 
recruitment we can highlight: (a) the speed with which candidates can 
apply for current vacancies; (b) the quality of information regarding 
the candidate’s specific competencies, skills, and experience; (c) the 
savings in both cost and time invested; (d) the brand image that the 
organization offers to candidates; (e) the increased ability to reach a 
larger and more diverse number of candidates; and (f) the ease of 
approaching passive candidates, who are not actively seeking 
employment (Ghazzawi & Accoumeh, 2014; Kaur 2015; Lievens & 
Harris, 2003). 

On the other hand, from the candidate’s perspective, SNWs also 
have important advantages. Among them, the immediacy of the 
process is especially valued (Nikolaou, 2014), as well as the 
possibility of searching and comparing different job offers and the 
ease of applying to them (Sylva & Mol, 2009), the speed of 
establishing contact with more job opportunities (Lievens & Harris, 
2003), and the access to a greater flow of information about the 
position and the organization, which allows better and faster 
decisions to be made about which vacancies to apply for (Galanaki, 
2002; Kashi & Zheng, 2013). Furthermore, as well as for 

organizations, the SNW also means cost savings for candidates 
(Sylva & Mol, 2009). Additionally, SNWs allow users to control the 
way in which they present themselves, being able to choose what 
information, comments, photographs, etc., to offer in their profile in 
order to create a certain online image (Roulin, 2014). 
 
A structural look at LinkedIn: LinkedIn Big Four  

Of the professional SNWs, LinkedIn is probably the most used by 
recruitment and selection professionals (Aguado et al., 2016; Chiang & 
Suen, 2015). LinkedIn allows users to include information equivalent to 
their CV, combining personal and professional information (Chiang & 
Suen, 2015). Thus, from using LinkedIn, recruitment and selection 
professionals are able to extract representative information about the 
specific skills displayed by candidates. For example, by using 
professional experience, academic background, or volunteering tasks, 
professionals infer information about leadership skills; by observing the 
structure of the profile, planning skills are assessed; and, through the 
descriptions that the user includes in their profile about their professional 
experience, their communication skills are assessed (Roulin & Levashina, 
2019). On the other hand, the information contained in the profile, which 
is managed by the user themselves, is also relevant for their positioning in 
recruitment processes. For example, recruiters pay more attention to 
profiles with more information and they tend to evaluate worse the 
profiles in which the information is incomplete (McCabe, 2017; Shahani-
Denning et al., 2017).  

Table 1 shows the organization of the LinkedIn profile in its 8 
different aspects. 

On this LinkedIn structure, Aguado et al. (2019) propose the 
LinkedIn Big Four (LKBF). Using the LKBF, the existing information in 
LinkedIn profiles is organized into four dimensions: 1) breadth of 
professional experience; 2) social capital; 3) interest in keeping 
training up to date; and 4) breadth of non-professional information 
(see Table 2). These dimensions are generalizable across any 
professional profile and have proven to be effective both in analyzing 

TABLE 1 
MAIN ITEMS IN THE LINKEDIN PROFILE

Appearance Description

Basic data 

Extract 

Activity 

Experience 

Studies 

Certifications and courses 

Volunteer Experience 

Skills and validations 

Recommendations 

Achievements 

Interests

Personal photograph; name; number of contacts; professional title; location; contact information. 

Abstract with keywords (up to 2,000 characters) 

Posts, images, comments on other users’ posts. 

Description of professional experience and achievements 

Accredited qualifications 

Certifications achieved and courses completed 

Volunteer experiences and causes 

User skills and validations made of each skill by other users 

Recommendations made and received 

Publications; languages; projects; awards 

Follow-up of: relevant personalities; companies; groups; and universities.
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differences among ICT professionals based on their experience and in 
predicting their professional performance (Aguado et al., 2019).  

 
Measuring LKBF dimensions using rubrics 

The use of rubrics for assessment in educational and organizational 
contexts has a long tradition (e.g., Hung et al., 2013; Nadelson et al., 
2015; Riebe & Jackson, 2014; Vaughan et al., 2019). In essence, a 
rubric is a guide that allows a score to be attributed to a certain 
dimension based on the fulfilment of a set of criteria (Wenzlaff et al., 
1999). Thus, a rubric consists of a set of items that describe through 
different scaled levels the performance or execution of a given task or 
dimension (Unal et al., 2012). 

In our work, four different rubrics were developed to measure the 
four dimensions specified in the LKBF (one for each dimension, see 
Appendix I). In creating them, we followed the standards in use 
(Wenzlaff et al., 1999) and specified both the aspects of the LinkedIn 
profile to be evaluated and the items to be used for this purpose. In 
establishing the different response categories, for each item the 
frequency distributions found by Aguado et al., (2019) in their 
original study conducted on 618 LinkedIn profiles in the ICT sector 
were analyzed. As a result of this exercise, the different items 
contemplated in the rubrics are rated on scales of 10 categories, five 
categories, or two categories (presence-absence). Due to these 
differences in the response scales, following the recommendations of 
Meade (2010), the total score in each rubric is obtained by adding 
the standardized scores of each item. 

 
METHOD 
Participants  

The sample is composed of 105 candidates to fill vacancies in the 
ICT sector: 79% of the participants are men aged between 22 and 57 
years (mean age 32.27). All participants were informed of the 
research objectives and their informed consent was required. It was 

made clear that non-participation in the research was of no 
consequence to the selection process. No participant declined to 
participate in the study. 

  
Instruments 
LinkedIn profile of the participants  

In order to keep the information of the profiles to be analyzed stable, 
they were printed in pdf format. A recruiter license from LinkedIn was 
used for this purpose. 
 
Generic Competencies 

The assessment of the participants’ competencies was carried out 
with the PRISMA 4D test (Instituto de Ingeniería del Conocimiento, 
2015). This test explores the eight competencies defined in the Great 
Eight Competency Model (Bartram, 2005) by analyzing (a) the 
behaviors of the individual being assessed, which are called skills; (b) 
the professional experience in positions that favor the development of 
each competency, which is termed experience; (c) the development of 
training actions that allow the assessed person to acquire skills related 
to each competency, which is called training; and (d) the attitudes of 
the assessed person towards each competency, which are termed 
preferences. Therefore, for each competency, four different scores are 
obtained through PRISMA 4D.  

 
Rubrics for the assessment of the four dimensions of the LinkedIn 
profile 

The four rubrics described above (see Appendix I) were used: 
breadth of professional experience (LKBF1), social capital (LKBF2), 
interest in keeping training up to date (LKBF3), and breadth of non-
professional information (LKBF4). 

In order to make an initial assessment of the quality of the content of 
the rubrics, following the customary recommendations (Curran et al., 
2011; Roblyer & Wiencke, 2003), we worked in a Focus Group 

TABLE 2 
LINKEDIN BIG FOUR DIMENSIONS (AGUADO ET AL., 2019)

Dimensions and Items Description

Breadth of Professional Experience. Number of different experiences reflected in 
the profile; number of different roles played in the professional activity; number of 
companies in which professional activity has been carried out; number of lines dedicated 
to developing professional experience; number of months that make up the candidate’s 
work experience.  
 
Social Capital. Number of contacts the candidate has in his/her profile; number of skills 
validations; recommendations received by the candidate; number of companies the 
candidate follows; number of groups the candidate follows. 
 
Interest in maintaining up-to-date knowledge. Number of university degrees 
(undergraduate or postgraduate); number of courses in addition to university education; 
number of universities the candidate follows. 
 
Extent of non-professional information. Number of categories filled out in the 
profile that show information about the candidate; number of languages the candidate 
reports knowing (except Spanish); interests; charitable causes; existence of an “About” or 
“Extract” section.

This dimension expresses the breadth and depth of the professional experience. It allows 
us to approach the different work experiences of the individual, as well as their duration 
and the roles performed.  
 
 
 
Reflects the intensity of the participant’s interaction with the community present in the 
social network, as well as the degree of dynamism of this activity.  
 
 
Integrates information on formal and non-formal academic training. Reflects the interest 
in keeping updated regarding the relevant contents for the professional activity. 
 
 
Signals the user’s interest in presenting a complete LinkedIn profile, so that other users 
can learn about their interests beyond the strictly professional sphere.
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made up of 12 experts. These were chosen based on their experience 
in the use of LinkedIn for recruitment and selection tasks. The work of 
the Focus Group was aimed at assessing the degree to which the 
rubrics were easy to use, straightforward, and comprehensible, both 
in the aspects they contain and in the assessment requested from the 
evaluator. As a result of this process, modifications were made to the 
nomenclature of the LinkedIn sections and to the wording of some 
statements. 

 
Procedure 

The participants filled in the PRISMA 4D questionnaire in the 
framework of the different selection processes in which they were 
participating (the processes took place throughout 2019 and early 
2020). After that, the first author of the paper collected the LinkedIn 
profiles of the participants and saved them as printable document 
format (pdf) documents.  

The reliability of the rubrics was explored through (a) inter-rater 
reliability (the 12 experts who were part of the focus group); (b) test-
retest reliability (through the assessments of 6 of the 12 experts, after 
a period of 6 weeks); and (c) internal consistency (through the scores 
that the 12 experts gave to the different items of the rubrics in the first 
assessment of the profiles). The validity of the scores obtained with the 
rubrics was examined based on the correlations between these scores 
and those obtained in the skills, experience, training, and preferences, 
relating to the 8 generic competencies. 

 
RESULTS 
Reliability Evidence  

Table 3 shows the results obtained in relation to the reliability of the 
measures. The inter-rater reliability of the four measures was found to 
be higher than the recommended standards (Stellmack et al., 2009) 
in all dimensions except the third (LKBF3). The average Kappa index 
for the 12 recruiters was .86, .94, .65, and .83 respectively for each 
of the four measures. The results for temporal reliability were also 
found to be adequate for all measures. The Pearson correlation 
indices obtained for each of the four dimensions assessed were 1, 1, 
.97, and .99 respectively. Finally, regarding internal consistency, 
values above the usual standard (> .70) were obtained for LKBF1 
(.89), LKBF2 (.72), and LKBF4 (.70), but for LKBF3 (.40) this standard 
was not reached. 

Validity Evidence  
Table 4 shows the correlations between the scores obtained in the 

rubrics and those obtained in the four items of each competency: skills, 
training, experience and preferences.  

A first analysis of the results shows that the scores obtained in the 
rubrics appear to be useful for inferring both the degree to which 
professionals have developed their competencies based on 
professional experience and the degree to which they are effective in 
the competencies through their behavior. The score on rubric LKBF1 
(breadth of professional experience) correlates significantly with 
experience in the competencies Leading-Deciding (r = .30; p < .05) 
and Analyzing-Using Knowledge (r = .30, p = .05); the score on 
rubric LKBF2 (social capital) correlates significantly with experience in 
all 8 competencies: Leading-Deciding (r = .41, p < .05), 
Cooperating-Respecting (r = .27, p < .05), Communicating-Relating (r 
= 46, p < .001), Analyzing-Using Knowledge (r = .46, p < .001), 
Learning and Innovation (r = .40, p < .05), Planning and Organizing 
(r = .30, p < .05), Adapting and Coping (r = .30, p < .05), and 
Achievement and Entrepreneurship (r = .41, p < .05). The score on 
LKBF3 (interest in keeping training current), correlates significantly 
with experience in the Communicating-Relating competency (r = .37, 
p < .05). Finally, the score on rubric LKBF4 (breadth of non-
professional information) shows significant correlations in the 
experience component with 6 of the 8 competencies: Cooperating-
Respecting (r = .31, p < .05), Communicating-Relating (r = .39, p < 
.05), Analyzing-Using Knowledge (r = .29, p < .05), Planning and 
Organizing (r = .39, p < .05), Adapting and Coping (r = .32, p < .05), 
and Achievement and Entrepreneurship (r = .32, p < .05). 

When examining the correlations with the skills we observe that the 
scores obtained in LKBF1 and LKBF3 do not correlate significantly 
with the behavior related to the competencies. On the other hand, the 
score on LKBF2 shows significant correlations with Leading-Deciding 
(r = .32, p < .05), Communicating-Relating (r = .40, p < .05), Learning 
and Innovation (r = .40, p < .05), and Achievement and 
Entrepreneurship (r = .40, p < .05). Finally, the LKBF4 score correlates 
significantly at the skill level with Learning and Innovation (r = .29, p 
< .05) and with Achievement and Entrepreneurship (r = .33, p < .05). 

On the other hand, the results show that there is no significant 
correlation between the rubric scores and the “training” aspect of the 
competencies. Similarly, the rubric scores only show two significant 

TABLE 3 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND RELIABILITY INDICATORS OF THE RUBRICS

Mean SD Inter-rater reliability Temporal Reliability Internal Consistency

LKBF1: Breadth of Professional Experience -.34 4.50 .86 (.95) 1 .89 

LKBF2: Social Capital -.15 3.40 .94 (.99) 1 .72 

LKBF3: Interest in Up-to-date Training -.23 1.69 .65 (.84) .97 .40 

LKBF4: Breadth of Non-Professional Information -.21 3 .83 (.93) .99 .70 
 

Note: mean values are normalized; SD, standard deviation; Inter-rater reliability (Cohen’s Kappa, weighted kappa in parentheses). Temporal Reliability (Pearson’s Correlation); Internal Consistency (Cronbach’s 
Alpha).
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relationships with the participants’ “preferences” regarding the 
competencies: for the attitudes related to achievement and 
entrepreneurship, and for those related to communication and 
relationship, in both cases with the score obtained in LKBF2 (Social 
Capital) (r=.29; p < .05) and (r=.32; p < .05) respectively. 

 
DISCUSSION 

In this paper the initial psychometric properties have been shown of 
four rubrics designed to assess LinkedIn profiles in light of the 
dimensions proposed by Aguado et al. (2019) in the LinkedIn Big 
Four model. The results show a good reliability of the measures 
obtained by the rubrics both in terms of inter-rater reliability and 
temporal reliability. The reliability expressed based on Cronbach’s 

Alpha coefficient was adequate for three of the measures obtained 
with the rubrics, but not for the rubric designed for the measurement of 
LKBF3 (interest in keeping training up to date). Likewise, our results 
provide initial evidence of the validity of the rubrics for reporting 
candidates’ generic competencies. The measurement of the LinkedIn 
Big Four using the rubrics shows a strong relationship with the 
experiential and behavioral components of the competencies, but not 
with the training or attitudinal components.  

More specifically, the social capital score (LKBF2) shows a 
significant and positive relationship with the experience components 
in all competencies, indicating that participants’ development of job 
positions that allow them to develop their competencies correlates 
with the development of their social capital as expressed on LinkedIn. 

TABLE 4 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RUBRIC SCORES AND COMPETENCY SCORES

LKBF1: Breadth of LKBF2: LKBF3: Interest  in LKBF4: Breadth of  
Professional Experience Social Capital Up-to-date Training Non-Professional Information

Leading-Deciding  
Training .06 .23 .02 .14 
Attitudes .18 .18 -.07 .12 
Experience .30* .41* .17 .23 
Skills .13 .32* -.06 .19 

Cooperating-Respecting  
Training -.01 .15 .03 .18 
Attitudes .07 .13 -.06 .09 
Experience .02 .27* .18 .31* 
Skills .14 .19 .03 .25 

Communicating Relating  
Training .07 .16 .13 .17 
Attitudes .03 .32* .10 .16 
Experience .25 .46** .37* .39* 
Skills .18 .40* .16 .24 

Analyzing-Using knowledge  
Training .08 .15 .03 .07 
Attitudes .09 .14 .01 .13 
Experience .30* .46** .23 .29* 
Skills .19 .22 .08 .25 

Learning and Innovation  
Training .06 .22 .05 .07 
Attitudes .06 .14 .03 .04 
Experience .22 .40* .11 .23 
Skills .24 .40* .03 .29* 

Planning and Organization  
Training .17 .25 .12 .14 
Attitudes -.02 .07 .01 .04 
Experience .27* .30* .14 .39* 
Skills .20 .20 -.07 .17 

Adaptation and Coping  
Training .12 .23 -.08 .00 
Attitudes -.03 .15 -.03 .06 
Experience .23 .30* .07 .32* 
Skills .12 .24 -.03 .22 

Achievement and entrepreneurship  
Training .03 .16 .01 .03 
Attitudes -.09 .29* -.01 .01 
Experience .24 .41* .19 .32* 
Skills .16 .40* .08 .33* 
 

Note: * p < .05; ** p <.01
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Similarly, the relationship between LKBF2 and the behaviors 
developed by the participants is strong and positive for certain 
competencies. Thus, it is shown how the greater breadth of the 
participants’ social capital also seems to indicate a greater 
development of their Leadership and Decision Making, Cooperation 
and Relationship with Others, Knowledge Analysis and Utilization, 
Learning and Innovation, and Achievement and Entrepreneurship 
behaviors. On the other hand, the dimension of breadth of 
professional experience (LKBF1) reflects well the experience acquired 
by the participants in job positions that allowed them to develop the 
competencies of Leadership and Decision Making, Analysis and Use 
of Knowledge, and Planning and Organization. On the other hand, 
the dimension related to the breadth of non-professional information 
represented on LinkedIn (LKBF4) seems to reflect the experience 
acquired by the participants in job positions that favor the 
development of Cooperation and Respect, Communication and 
Relationship with others, Analysis and Use of knowledge, Planning 
and Organization, Adaptation, and Achievement and 
Entrepreneurship.  

These findings seem to be in line with the results of previous studies 
where evidence is provided on the relationship between work 
experience and social capital and personal competencies related to 
strategic thinking, entrepreneurial thinking, managing people and 
leadership, decision making, and problem solving (Dragoni et al., 
2011; Gabrielsson & Politis, 2012; Krueger, 2007; Lord & Hall, 
2005; Mumford et al., 2000). 

Finally, the measure of the LKBF3 dimension (interest in keeping 
knowledge up to date) does not have the same capacity as the other 
three to reflect the competency aspects assessed. In summary, the 
results seem to show that the rubrics presented can be a useful 
instrument to explore the development of competencies that users of 
LinkedIn profiles have gained through experience.  

This has several practical implications for the recruitment and 
selection professional. The first is that they can use a standard tool to 
carry out their approach to candidates’ LinkedIn profiles. This 
standardization allows professionals to make comparisons among the 
different professional profiles assessed. The second implication has to 
do with the possibility that professionals, using the measures provided 
by the rubrics, can make inferences about candidates’ competencies 
based on the results presented. 

Our study is not without some limitations. In particular, we only consider 
the structural information present in the profile, and in no case the specific 
content presented in the profile. Considering this information would 
provide additional information that should also be connected to the 
competencies acquired by the users of the profiles. In this sense, further 
studies could investigate the relationship between the specific content 
reported on LinkedIn and the competencies of the users.  

 
CONCLUSIONS 

The results presented in this study provide initial evidence of the 
quality of the rubrics developed for measuring the four dimensions of 
the LinkedIn Big Four model. Professionals and academics have in 
these rubrics a standard tool to explore these dimensions and use the 

measures obtained with them for the different decision-making 
processes that occur in the applied field of evaluating people in 
organizational contexts.  

Moreover, it seems clear that SNWs are here to stay and that 
psychology professionals, in the development of their evaluative 
and/or diagnostic tasks, have in SNWs an important source of 
information about the behavior of individuals. Our study shows that 
the way in which LinkedIn users work with their profile can be 
understood as an expression of their individual competencies. The 
way of approaching the LinkedIn profile through a set of standardized 
measures through the rubrics could well be transferred to the 
assessment of the information present in other social networks, with 
different evaluative objectives other than personnel selection. The 
behavior of individuals in social networks is, in short, a particular 
expression of the individual differences that characterize each person. 
And, from this point of view, the psychologist has a very valuable 
resource in these networks. Their use, in any case, must be subject to 
at least two general principles: (a) use in accordance with social and 
legal conventions related to the protection of privacy; and (b) 
exploration based on instruments that allow valid and reliable 
information to be obtained with respect to the professional’s 
objectives. 
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Appendix I:  
Rubrics for the collection of information contained in LinkedIn profiles

Rubric 1: Breadth of Professional Experience 
Item 1: number of different experiences reflected in the profile (count the different experiences reflected by the candidate in his/her profile).  1 
(score = 1); 2 (score = 2); 3 (score = 3): 4 to 5 (score = 4); > 5 (score = 5) 

Item 2: number of different roles played in the professional activity (count the different roles in terms of position, category, etc.). 1 (score = 1); 2 
(score = 2); 3 (score = 3): 4 to 5 (score = 4); > 5 (score = 5) 

Item 3: number of companies in which the professional activity was carried out (count the companies in which professional activity was carried 
out). 1 (score = 1); 2 (score = 2); 3 (score = 3): 4 to 5 (score = 4); > 5 (score = 5) 

Item 4: number of lines devoted to describing the professional experience (count the number of lines over which the professional experience 
section extends (lines are counted in the format that appears in the profile). 0 to 3 (score = 1); 4 to 7 (score = 2); 8 to 10 (score = 3); 11 to 13 
(score = 4); 14 to 18 (score = 5); 19 to 24 (score = 6); 25 to 32 (score = 7); 33 to 42 (score = 8); 43 to 62 (score = 9); and > 62 (score = 10). 

Item 5: total number of months of work experience of the candidate (add in months the duration of the different professional activities indicated 
in the profile). From 0 to 49 (score = 1); from 50 to 79 (score = 2); from 80 to 102 (score = 3): from 103 to 116 (score = 4); from 117 to 131 
(score = 5); from 132 to 148 (score = 6); from 149 to 179 (score = 7); from 180 to 208 (score = 8); from 209 to 250 (score = 9); and > 250 
(score = 10). 
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Appendix I:  
Rubrics for the collection of information contained in LinkedIn profiles  (Continuation)

Rubric 2: Social Capital 
Item 1: number of contacts the candidate has in his/her profile.  0 to 23 (score = 1); 24 to 49 (score = 2); 50 to 74 (score = 3); 75 to 91 (score 
= 4); 92 to 112 (score = 5); 113 to 138 (score = 6); 139 to 169 (score = 7); 170 to 213 (score = 8); 214 to 311 (score = 9); > 312 (score = 
10). 

Item 2: number of skills validations (sum of the number of skills validated in total). 0 (score = 1); 1 to 17 (score = 2); 18 to 44 (score = 3): 45 to 
89 (score = 4); > 89 (score = 5) 

Item 3: recommendations received by the candidate (state whether the candidate has received any recommendations). No recommendations 
received (score = 0); yes, recommendations received (score = 1) 

Item 4: number of companies followed by the candidate (count the companies followed by the candidate in the interest section). From 0 to 2 
(score = 1); 3 (score = 2); from 4 to 5 (score = 3): from 6 to 12 (score = 4); and > 12 (score = 5) 

Item 5: number of groups followed by the candidate (count the groups followed by the candidate in the interest section) 0 (score = 1); 1 (score 
= 2); 2 to 3 (score = 3): 4 to 7 (score = 4); and > 7 (score = 5) 

Item 6: number of news items followed by the candidate (state whether the candidate follows any news item or not in the Interests section). Does 
not follow any news (score = 0); follows some news (score = 1). 

Rubric 3: Interest in Keeping Training Up to Date 
Item 1: number of university degrees (undergraduate or postgraduate) reported by the candidate (count the different university degrees reported 
by the candidate in his/her profile). 0 (score = 1); 1 (score = 2); 2 (score = 3): 3 (score = 4); > 3 (score = 5) 

Item 2: number of additional courses to the university training mentioned by the candidate (state whether the candidate has taken any additional 
course to the university training). Does not mention any additional course (score = 0); mentions an additional course or courses (score = 1). 

Item 3: number of universities the candidate follows (state whether the candidate follows any university). Does not follow any university (score = 
0); follows a university or universities (score = 1). 

Rubric 4: Breadth of Non-Professional Information 
Item 1: number of categories filled in in the profile that show information about the candidate (count the categories that the candidate has filled 
in). From 0 to 4 (score = 1); from 5 to 6 (score = 2); 7 (score = 3): 8 (score = 4); and > 8 (score = 5) 

Item 2: number of languages the candidate claims to know, except Spanish (count the languages mentioned, except Spanish). 0 (score = 1); 1 
(score = 2); 2 (score = 3): 3 (score = 4); and > 3 (score = 5). 

Item 3: interests mentioned by the candidate (check whether the candidate has mentioned interests or not). Does not mention any interest in 
his/her profile (score = 0); mentions an interest or interests in his/her profile (score = 1) 

Item 4: charitable causes mentioned by the candidate (check whether the candidate has mentioned charitable causes or not). Does not mention 
any charitable cause in his/her profile (score = 0); mentions some charitable cause(s) in his/her profile (score = 1) 

Item 5: Existence of the “About” or “Extract” section (check whether the candidate has filled in the “About” or “Extract” section). Has not filled 
in the “About” or “Extract” section (score = 0); has filled in the “About” or “Extract” section (score = 1).


