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1 Introduction

"I can take critique of my performance all day long; my penalty was not good enough, it

should have gone in, but | will never apologise for who | am and where | came from."

-Marcus Rashford

Racism is not cured. It continues to be a severe burden on today's society and, viewed
through a different prism, is in a worse condition than ever. Despite the progress in the equality
field, black people worldwide continue to face structural racism. Apart from the classic part of this
problem, nowadays, we notice that the legitimacy of the anti-racist movements is “questioned far

more strongly than it was in the past” (Winant, 2017, p. 987).

The current state of this issue became apparent during the European Football
Championship. The final game, which took place in London, at Wembley Stadium between the teams
of Italy and England on July 11, 2021, became the occasion for a new racist scandal (Grez, 2021). Due
to three consecutive misses of the English national team players, "Squadra Azzurra" (i.e., Italy)
became the new European champion. The culmination arose after the last referee signal, as the
three missed penalties were the work of black players, which provoked many fans and hate speech

to inundate the social media channels (NBC News, 2021).

There are probably cases of racism all over the world every minute. They remain invisible.
However, this is not the case in football. That is why this and other issues can be solved on the
football field. Even in this case, the fans were the ones who reacted promptly. The reaction of

politicians cannot be ignored, but it cannot be compared to the public response.
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Figure 1: Tweets of British royals and politicians (Twitter, 2021)

As politicians and public figures posted tweets, football fans took to the streets of
Manchester in support of one of their heroes, Marcus Rashford, who missed one of England's three
critical penalties (BBC News, 2021). Getting people out on the street is not an easy task. Marcus
Rashford did so by failing to bring the first European title in English history to London. The magic of
football is precisely this. Furthermore, that is precisely why football can obtain the necessary change

in our society.

England lost this final after the added time. In these moments of the football matches, the
brightest and most memorable football memories take place. There are certain things that football
clubs, their owners, players, and especially fans remember. The present work will step firmly on this
shared emotion, which brings football to society, adding something to the extra time of a football

game - the shared value or the so-called corporate social responsibility, in short - CSR.

To identify the academic gap in the field of corporate social responsibility in European
football, the concept utilises theoretical foundations that focus on how CSR campaigns should be
implemented on the playing field. Through a multi-level empirical study, the work aims to show the
various topics covered by football clubs in their communication and the role of the football audience

as key actors in the creation and implementation of CSR campaigns on the football field.

The latter will be achieved after examining the different types of posts of football clubs and

fans' reactions. The football clubs communicate on almost every social network. Still, for the work,



the unit of analysis will be their communication on Twitter due to the more substantial opportunities
that this social media offers. Also, in this social network, both the position of the clubs and the fans
can be considered, i.e., a comparison is possible, which will further enrich the academic contribution
of the current work. The arguments for choosing Twitter are set out in the theoretical part of this
paper. In this line of thought, the central research questions arise:

RQ1: What CSR campaigns are published by football clubs on Twitter?

RQ2: What percentage of the clubs' CSR communication relates to the different corporate social
responsibility topics?

RQ3: How do the fans react to the campaigns of the football clubs on Twitter?

Prior to naming the specific hypotheses related to research questions, the first point of the
theoretical part will focus on the concept of "Corporate Social Responsibility" (CSR) and show why it
is so vital for the football sector. After that, several fundamental theories are addressed, namely
Stakeholder and Legitimacy theory, which directly affect the importance and impact of social
responsibility. In addition, the work boasts a solid literature review, which in the end shows very
precisely where the academic gap is. The final theory used is the Uses & Gratification approach,
whose goal is to provide a strong connection with the methodological part. The importance of social

media for this work will be explained, and the Twitter choice as a source of information.

The methodological part is the personification of the used in the title “multi-level empirical
study”. Two levels will be essential pieces of this fragment of the work. The first method used is a
guantitative content analysis to answer the first two research questions, showing what CSR
campaigns are published on Twitter by football clubs. The next part is related to the third research
guestion interested in the fans' attitude towards these same campaigns on Twitter. The answer to
this question will be possible by conducting sentiment analysis on the comments of fans on the very

same social platform. Both methods are computer-assisted.



The results of these two methods will be subject to statistical processing with the help of the
statistical software SPSS. After commenting on the results, the present paper will show where future

research should focus on this topic. In addition, the limitations will be named.

2 Theory

In the theoretical section, the logical links will be connected, through which the significance
of the existence of the present work will be substantiated. It will clarify corporate social
responsibility and what it means for the football sector and the fans. A literature review is also
included, which allows observing the current state of research. The use of mixed methods
predisposes the conceptual and theoretical embedding to be divided according to the research
guestions. Furthermore, arguments for choosing Twitter as a social media representative will be
presented. Hypotheses will be used for connection with the methodological part, which will be

confirmed or rejected later in this paper.

2.1 European football as the main stage for Corporate Social Responsibility

Sport is a crucial part of the modern world. When it comes to sports, the Olympic flame cannot
fail to appear before the human eyes. Since antiquity, the Olympic idea has been part of the soul of
every athlete. This idea has evolved to the point where it fights for proper human values: “Blending
sport with culture and education, Olympism seeks to create a way of life based on the joy of effort,
the educational value of a good example, social responsibility and respect for universal fundamental
ethical principles” (10C, 2020). The latter implies that social responsibility is a vital segment at the

heart of the sport.

Sport connects people across borders and is a role model for young people. Society is suddenly
overwhelmed by the idea of the latest state of the sport and, more precisely, the financial motive,
which is the current engine in this area. The mix of sports and economic interests is viewed sharply

by the public, but at the same time, financial development is the reason why the sport is moving



forward at such a pace. Both sports and businesses are interested in keeping the other true to their
values. A sports scandal means financial trouble and vice versa. Therefore, it is clear that today

sports and financial success go hand in hand.

Moreover, this has another effect - businesses are starting to learn from sports and conversely.
(Hildebrandt, 2014, p. V). If sports contain social responsibility in their DNA and business adds the
word "corporate" to the equation, we get the concept for the current work, namely the Corporate

Social Responsibility (CSR).

Nevertheless, what does the aforementioned CSR concept means? There are all sorts of
definitions in the literature, but literature also provides us with the most used descriptions in the
football context. The discussion about CSR is massive. Some theories defend different opinions in
this area. Some of them are used in the present work. Most of the publications in the football sector
that define the term CSR directly or indirectly refer to the definitions by Carroll, the European

Commission, and Porter and Kramer (Werheid & Miihlen, 2019, p. 11).

Carroll's CSR Pyramid provides a simple framework for arguing why and how organisations
should be socially responsible. The model highlights organisations' four most important types of
responsibility: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic commitment. At the highest level of the
pyramid stands the philanthropic responsibility. It means that organisations must be “good

corporate citizens”, that is, to improve the quality of life of society (Carroll, 1991, p. 40-42).

Be a good corporate citizen.

Contribute resources to the
THROPIC community; improve quality of life.

Responsibilities e —

PHILAN-

Be ethical.
ETHICAL Obligation to do whatis right, just,

Responsibilities and fair. Avoid harm.

Obey the law.
Law is society’s codification of right and

LeGAL
wrong. Play by the rules of the game.

Responsibilities

Be profitable.
The foundation upon which

Economic
all othersrest.

Responsibilities

Figure 2: Carroll’s CSR pyramid (Carroll’s pyramid model of corporate social responsibility, 2016)



The European Commission is trying to simplify the definition of CSR as “the responsibility of
enterprises for their impacts on society and outlines what an enterprise should do to meet that
responsibility” (European Commission, 2011). The commission's communication also mentions that
there is no "one-size-fits-all" model, which means that organisations need to carefully design their
strategies for the social groups the company interacts with, rather than blindly copying ready-made
practices. In addition, it is suggested that the CSR goal should be to maximise shared value between
share- and stakeholders and minimise the adverse effects on society. In general, businesses need to

“integrate social, environmental, ethical human rights and consumer concerns” into their strategy.

The latter is also confirmed by Porter and Kramer (2006, p. 10), who believe that “the
success of the company and the success of the community become mutually reinforcing”. Moreover,
the closer a social problem is related to the organisation's business, the greater the resource for the

company and the benefit for society (p. 12).

Having already explained the importance of CSR, it is good to look at it through the prism of
sports. Sport is an incredible communicator and amplifier of values and ideas to a wide range of
people. Properly applied to the sports field, the CSR model instantly becomes a factor for success in
sports and business and an essential producer of opinions for the current and future generations. It
would be impossible to talk about sports without mentioning the king, European football. Around
five billion people identify themselves as football fans (FIFA, 2020). In other words - more than half
the world. We have already mentioned that only one of the seven most-watched events in the
world’s TV history is not part of the Summer Olympics. The topic of discussion is the silver medalist
in this category - the FIFA World Cup in Russia in 2018, watched by 3.572 billion people. Looking at
the numbers solely for the final match between France and Croatia, there were 1.12 billion people

who watched it live (FIFA, 2018).

The source of all these statistics is one of the world's most significant associations in general —

the Fédération Internationale de Football Association (FIFA). The members of the United Nations



right now are 193 states - in comparison, FIFA has 211 member states (UN, 2018; FIFA, 2015). One of
the most extensive censuses in the sports sector ever shows that as many as 240 million are
registered as professional footballers with FIFA (FIFA, 2001). The association itself is constantly
implementing campaigns on CSR, and even in the new vision statement, one of the four key areas is
social responsibility and education, which clearly emphasises the importance of society (FIFA, 2020).

All this makes the football scene one of the most suitable for implementing this type of campaign.

Having established that football can be an outstanding host for CSR campaigns, whether the
implementation of CSR in this area would be different from its classic use in the field of economics

must be answered. Or, more precisely — What is CSR in football, and why is it so important?

In both economics and sports, CSR aims to solve society's problems. These two worlds have
recently become closer to each other. The reason is “the ever-increasing commercialisation of
football”, which “has transformed the game into an industry in its own right” (Zeimers et al., 2018,

p. 116). Furthermore, on the surface emerges "the strong connection to the community and the
importance of stakeholder relationships” (p. 116). Precisely this argument is defended in the next
section of this paper. Another reason is the importance of the football brand (p. 116). Recently, clubs
have been trying to build a positive image in the media space. This forces clubs to conform to CSR

principles and engage the entire community around them through socially responsible campaigns.

What purpose do these CSR activities serve? What is the target group? The public. Those five
billion people who love the game, better known as football fans. They are the real heart of the
game. In the next section, their role will be indicated using two of the most widely used theories in

the CSR field.



2.2 Stakeholder & Legitimacy Theory: Football fans as key stakeholders for Corporate

Social Responsibility in European football

As stated by one of the founders of the stakeholder theory — Edward Freeman, CSR can be
the basis for this theory (Freeman & Vea, 2001, p. 5). On the other hand, other opinions can be
found on the issue, which confirms the connection between the two concepts: “the stakeholder
concept itself has been treated as a foundation for the theory of an organisation and a framework
for relationships of business and society.” (Breitbarth et al., 2008, p. 183). Returning to Freeman &
Vea, not only shareholders but also stakeholders should benefit from the creation of shared value by

the organisation (2001, p. 31-51).

In one of his interviews, Freeman focuses on the capitalist model, denying that financial gain
is the most important thing for an organisation and emphasising that “what makes capitalism tick is
that shareholders and financiers, customers, suppliers, employees, communities can together create
something that no one of them can create alone.” (Freeman, 2009). Everything that the legitimacy
theory confirms the stakeholder theory claims. According to the theory in question, there is an
unwritten social contract between organisations and society. The idea is that in this way, companies
manage to legitimise themselves to their stakeholders and build their reputation as socially

responsible organisations (Gavancha & Paiva, 2020).

Confirmation is found in other academic sources. They claim that the legitimacy theory is a
kind of way to expose the boundaries set by society with companies, through which companies are
obliged to perform social responsibility in order not to be sanctioned by the very same society
(Hassan, 2016). In this line of thinking, moving to the football stadium, the fans can most severely
sanction football clubs for non-compliance with what they promise. Football clubs must identify
themselves to their society, i.e. their fans, to continue the football tale that they all write together.

The theory first confirms the importance of stakeholders as a crucial part of the existence and



functioning of an organisation and therefore emphasises the importance of fans as primary

stakeholders in football.

This is the reason for the research interest in this direction. The previous attempts to study
the CSR phenomenon in the football sphere will become apparent next. The academic gaps that the

present work seeks to fill will also become evident in the next section.

2.3 Literature review and research gaps

Once the football scene has been prepared, and the actors have been identified, it is now
time to review relevant academic literature, which will give us additional information on the topic

and show us where the research gaps are.

The literature review begins with the book of Werheid and Miihlen, entitled “CSR im FufSball.
Nachhaltiges Management als Wettbewerbsvorteil — Perspektiven, Potenziele und
Herausforderungen” (2019). The book is a summary of the international research on the field. From
the very beginning, we find the answer to one of the most important questions concerning the
current work: what is CSR in the football context and why it is essential. Although this question has
been answered in a previous part, it is necessary to emphasise that the increasing commercialisation
in the football sector is making CSR campaigns an integral part of a club’s life cycle (p. 3). Therefore,
it is not surprising that the English clubs are the most developed in this area because the
commercialisation there has been a long time on the agenda. That will be discussed later in this
paper. The second place is occupied by the professional clubs from the first league in Germany (p.

12).

Subsequently, as a result of an analysis, six motives or drivers for the CSR commitment of
professional football clubs can be summarised without making a statement about the ranking (p. 13-

14):



The football clubs are confronted with normative expectations of society and the club's
stakeholders, which they can hardly avoid. The local community's closeness and connection
with CSR activities can be strengthened or expanded.

In addition to the normative expectations, another driver can be described as social
pressure. Different stakeholders (including fans, media, sponsors) expect social commitment
from the club. If the football club does not comply with this, there may be consequences in
the form of boycotts, poor reporting, damage to the image and the termination of business
relationships.

The hope of generating economic added value has been identified as another motive. With
the CSR activities, the club management hopes to increase fans' loyalty to the club or be
more attractive for potential sponsors, which can positively affect the economic
development of the football club.

The great interest of the population in football, as well as the awareness and high level of
attention shown by the clubs, can be used in a positive way to draw attention to social
problems, to make people aware of them and to make an active contribution to eliminating
or reducing them. In this sense, football clubs can act as role models.

Another motive is imitation. Since many clubs already have social responsibility strategies,
others imitate them.

Politics as a driver for CSR engagement was only identified in one study for clubs in the

Bundesliga. This reason implies that clubs are forced to pursue specific causes.

These six reasons are not the only ones that motivate clubs to invest in CSR. When looking at

and dealing with sustainable management and CSR in football, two factors play a central role: the

sport's success as the core goal and the emotional factor as the driving force in football (p. 30). A

football club does not sell a directly tangible product but rather a dynamic and passionate

experience to its customers. In this context, the emotional factor in football is unavoidable. The

10



above applies particularly to the relationship company - customer or, to put it simply - between the
club and the fan (p. 31). In this context, 67% of the fans surveyed in a study presented in the book

stated that the level of social engagement of a club strongly affects its emotional connection (p. 33).

In conclusion, football clubs' main challenges and perspectives in this direction become clear (p.
37). A significant challenge is identifying the individual and essential topics of a club and developing
a consistent strategy from them. What are the issues that football clubs communicate in practice?

The last is a different formulation of the first research question that interests the present work.

The clubs should also have the courage to break away from social trend issues that may
affect society in general but may not fit into the club's sphere of activity. In order to develop a
credible and consistent strategy, it is of the utmost relevance to consider the individual perspective
of the club. Imposing a ready-made general CSR concept on various clubs like a template is not
recommended and is expedient. A one-size-fits-all approach does not apply to everything, as is clear
from the above statement. To establish the CSR strategy on a sustainable basis, it is advisable to
introduce key figures to make these CSR activities measurable and present them transparently based
on the club's identity. This measurement allows sustainable and CSR management success to be

better mapped and continuously optimised.

Without losing sight of the last sentence, the direction falls precisely on the metrics for
measuring CSR activities. The work “Scoring Strategy Goals: Measuring Corporate Social
Responsibility in Professional European Football” clearly stands out in the literature (Breitbarth et al.,
2011). The following reading offers us a metric for measuring the CSR campaigns of different football
teams. It is based on the already proven method in the CSR field — the Balanced Scorecard: “The
Balanced Scorecard BSC has established itself as the most successful framework for organisational

performance measurement in management... much like CSR, the BSC is based on a stakeholder
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perspective, arguing that management can only assess the bottom line of a company indirectly” (p.

728).

The developed metric, entitled "CSR Performance Scorecard", is based on five dimensions:
economic, political, integrative, ethical, and emotional. “Ideally, each dimension includes about five
or six key performance indicators providing feedback to which extent individual goals were
achieved” (p. 731). In addition, indexing has been proposed as a result quantifying method of the
analyses so that the metrics are also suitable for statistical analysis (p. 733). There is no information
on the quality of application of these metrics, and the authors emphasise that future research

should deal with “the adoption, integration, and potential of CSR in the sports context” (p.735).

Another type of analysis of the application of CSR activities has also been done. The
following study analyses FIFA's CSR initiatives during two World Cup tournaments “to examine the
extent to which these programs were tailored to the cultural context of the host nation” (Woods &
Stokes, 2019, p. 51). It turns out that CSR campaigns do not always have a natural effect on society:
“Even FIFA’s market research found 56 per cent of South Africans believed the benefits were limited
to only a few people” (p. 70). If only the metrics presented in the previous work are used, only the
clubs' point of view, or associations in the case of FIFA, will be analysed. It is assumed that these
organisations have written their homework, and it will not be objective enough to analyse only the
CSR reports uploaded on their websites. To detect effective initiatives, it is therefore vital to take
into account the views of the target audience: “Future research should examine how publics

respond to initiatives, including those most affected by these events” (p. 74).

The work, "The corporatisation of Football and CSR reporting by professional football clubs
in Europe", shows once again that clubs from England and Germany are the most developed in the
CSR field (p. 249). It is also understood that the Internet is where clubs provide relevant information

about their campaigns, mostly on their websites or in their social media profiles (p. 243). It is again
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noted that the authors of this paper recommend that future research on the topic can be directed to
the analysis of “the perceptions and reaction of different stakeholders to CSR reporting by football

clubs” (p. 254).

The literature on the topic clearly emphasises that one of the main goals of football clubs is
to build binding relationships with their stakeholders, i.e. the fans. CSR activities serve this purpose
as well. Football clubs rely on emotion to secure the fans' support and build their CSR campaigns
based on club and community values rather than global trends. In addition to implementing CSR
campaigns, football clubs need to have an accurate way to measure their campaigns. Additional

research is needed on stakeholders' perceptions of CSR activities by football clubs.

In addition to the articles “Corporate social responsibility and governance in sport: ‘Oh, the
things you can find, if you don’t stay behind!’” (Breitbarth et al., 2015) and "'European-ness’ in social
responsibility and sport management research: anchors and avenues” (Breitbarth et al., 2019) are
presented, which in plain text call for more research in this area and especially from Europe or to put
it simply, a call-for-papers is observed. The creator of the previously presented metric "The CSR
Performance Scorecard", along with other experts in the field, advised future academic work to
focus on multi-level nesting arrangement: "multi-level research addresses the levels of theory,
measurement, and analysis required to examine research questions fully" (Breitbarth et al., 2015, p.

263). The aims of the present work are precisely the same.

2.4 Uses and Gratification Theory

While people have long been viewed as objects of mass communication, following the
tradition of behaviourism, whose actions were considered as a passive reaction to external stimuli,
the uses and gratification approach is based on an audience-centred approach of an active audience.
This audience consists of individuals who act intentionally, i.e., who make targeted use of the media

and their information and entertainment offers (Renckstorf, 1989, p. 319).
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In contrast to classic media impact research, which asks what the media does to people, the
uses and gratification approach asks what people do with the media. It focuses on the goal-oriented
and intentional action of the active recipient. Thus, the linear process of mass communication, which

is oriented towards behavioristic thinking, is criticised (Hugger, 2008, p. 173).

In general, the approach is characterised by three elements. The first assumption on which the
approach is based is that the recipient is active. The second element deals with the needs of the
recipient. The third and final assumption of the uses and gratification approach states that media
use should be understood as interpretative social action. All these elements will be described in

detail in the actual master's thesis.

According to the uses and gratification approach, there are several media-person interactions.

The typologies of McQuail (1983, p. 353) are explained below:

e Diversion: escape from routine or problems, emotional release
e Personal relationships: companionship, a social utility
e Personal identity: self-reference, reality exploration, value reinforcement

e Surveillance (forms of information seeking)

Even if most of the research that deals with the uses and gratification approach reviews
traditional media such as television and radio, the approach naturally also plays a role in the age of
the Internet and social media: “Thanks to the Internet, the concept of "active audience" has now
reached a pinnacle” (Sundar & Limperos, 2013, p. 504). This "active audience" or, in the case of the
present work, the fans, will be the subject of analysis to answer the third research question, namely
- How do the fans react to the campaigns of the football clubs on Twitter? One of the enormous
advantages of social media, among other things, is the "user-generated content", i.e., the content

created by the user. It sets them apart from the traditional media. The public or fans of the football
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teams can not only obtain their information from third parties - from journalists, for example, but

can also get in direct contact with the clubs and find out firsthand news.

The aforementioned is one of the reasons for the social media choice and the communication

there as an analysis unit. Additional arguments will be presented in the next section.

2.5 Social Media and Twitter

The interest of clubs to communicate on social media is easy to explain. Billions of football fans
cannot be reached if the Internet is not used. Proof of this is the massive presence of football teams
on social networks: “As of 2018, there is in fact not a single FC [football club] out of 78 FCs from the
four major European football leagues (i.e. Spanish Primera Division, German 1. Bundesliga, English
Premier League, Italian Serie A) that is not represented with its own page on Facebook, Twitter and

Instagram” (Aichner, 2019, p. 242).

Once we have the information that the football clubs are actively communicating on social
media, it is meaningful to choose one of the most appropriate platforms for this work's purposes. As
the two analyses presented in the methodological part are computer-assisted, the primary choice
was between Facebook and Twitter, which offer a large amount of data through their application

programming interfaces (APIs).

The Twitter Developer Platform is exceptionally convenient for academic purposes. The access
to the data they provide is extensive and allows researchers to approach all possible valuable
information for their research. With the development of the new Twitter API v2, the limits on the
amount of data used are much higher than before ("Twitter APl v2 tweet caps"). Creating an account
and the way of use In addition to its technical advantage, as mentioned above, social networks,
particularly Twitter, enable the "ordinary person" for the first time in history to be not just a reader
of information but to create it. In this way, unlike traditional media, what happens on Twitter is
always live: "Twitter was delivering information from street level, in real-time” (Grossman, 2009).
The platform's active users are also not a few, reaching over 320 million people monthly, with the
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tendency to increase this number to 340 million in the next two years ("Twitter: Number of users
worldwide 2019-2024," 2021). According to Java et al., there are four leading reasons for using
Twitter — “daily chatter, conversations, sharing information and reporting news” (2007, p. 135).
Considering all these factors, but especially the last two, Twitter is one of the most suitable social

media for such purposes.

After the three main research questions and the theoretical section of the present paper were

presented, the following hypotheses were developed:

H1: The most communicated topics by the clubs are directly related to the fans.

H2: Clubs in England and Germany communicate their CSR campaigns much more than clubs in
Italy and Spain.

H3: Most tweets concerning various CSR topics are messaged by an English club.

H4: Likes, retweets, and comments on Twitter are directly affected by posts that are relevant
to fans.

H5: Fans have a more positive reaction to the clubs' campaigns than a negative one.

These hypotheses will be confirmed or rejected in the empirical part of this paper.

3 Methodology

As it has already become apparent, the present work will use the so-called mix-methods,
expressed in quantitative content analysis and sentiment analysis. The results of both analyses will
be processed using the statistical software SPSS. Research questions and hypotheses should be

answered accordingly.

3.1 Quantitative content analysis

In order to successfully answer the first two research questions, the most appropriate
method is quantitative content analysis, through which the campaigns of the football clubs can be

analysed in a more accessible way. Only this method allows the analysis of tweets by a person. The
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content analysis is a "systematic, objective, quantitative analysis of message characteristics", as

Neuendorf described it (2002, p.1).

Since the present study will be analysed statistically, here is the place to mention the main
advantages of the quantitative content analysis: "The major advantages of content analysis are
found in its ability to objectively and reliably describe a message or group of messages and its
application to advanced statistical analyses" (Stacks, 2016, p.144). The last quote further confirms

the use of this method for the current purpose.

Of course, analysis cannot be performed without data. The following lines describe the final

sample and the steps it took to reach it in detail.

3.1.1 Content analysis sample

Having discovered that the data would be from Twitter, the goal was to download as much
data as possible. For this purpose, an account in the Twitter developer portal was created. To
conduct the analysis, the Elevated account type was needed, which gives "higher levels of access to
the Twitter API [Application Programming Interface] for free with an approved application" (Twitter
API v2). The middle option gives the researcher access to more information and up to 2 million

downloaded tweets per month.

It is applied for, and the process takes several working days, during which Twitter processes
the information submitted by the researcher about the purpose of his work. With this type of
account, a total of over 52 thousand tweets from the first four teams in the top four championships
in Europe, oi.e. - England, Germany, Italy and Spain were downloaded. The UEFA coefficient
determines the best four championships in Europe for the given countries (UEFA, 2021). The best
four teams from each championship were selected according to their ranking last year, as follows:
from England — Manchester City, Manchester United, Liverpool and Chelsea, from Germany — Bayern
Munich, Borussia Dortmund, RB Leipzig and Wolfsburg, from Italy — Inter, Milan, Juventus and

Atalanta, and from Spain: Atletico Madrid, Real Madrid, Barcelona and Sevilla. For each of the 16
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teams, all possible tweets back in time were downloaded. The Twitter API allows "the 3,200 most
recent Tweets, Retweets, replies and Quote Tweets posted by the user" to be downloaded
("Timelines introduction," n.d.). In this way, all possible tweets for the clubs from August 31 2021,
back to 3200 units, were downloaded. There is no way to name the exact end date of this period, as
some teams are more active than others and publish more times a day. However, all teams have
published at the end of last and the beginning of this football season, making their communication

scope similar.

With the introduction of the new version of its API V2., downloading data from Twitter has
become a child's game. The necessary software knowledge is minimised with the help of the web
application Postman, which "allows you to make requests to an APl from a graphical user
interface"("Getting started with postman," n.d.). The account type generates a "bearer token"
required for the download process, giving access to various Twitter profiles, tweets, and additional
data. The formal categories of the codebook that will be presented in the following lines represent

precisely this information.

All of these tweets contained all sorts of communication from the clubs. The next step was
to clear the data and receive only these tweets related to corporate social responsibility. In order to
provide the necessary information, a keyword list was created, through which the tweets, which
most likely contain the required communication, were accessible with a simple search function. The
process of creating this keyword list required the use of ready-made guidelines for integrating
corporate social responsibility into the sport in general. For this purpose, "Action 3" of the Kazan
Action Plan was used. This action aims to improve the integrity in sport through five policy areas
with the goal "to provide some guidelines to public authorities for the development of policies in
these domains"("Global reporting initiative (GRI) sustainability framework," 2020). The five areas are
the following: "1. Preserving the rights, safety and security of athletes, spectators, workers and other

groups involved; 2. Preventing and addressing harassment and abuse in sport; 3. Fostering good
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governance of sport organisations; 4. Strengthening measures against the manipulation of sports
competition and 5. Ensuring an adequate anti-doping policy framework, its implementation and
effective compliance measures". The keyword list was created based on the five areas and their

descriptions, which can also be found in the codebook.

The fact that the five areas are responsible for sport in general and the focus of the work is
European football should not be overlooked. This was the reason for consulting experts in the field
to develop the keyword list further. With the help of Stilyan Petrov and Alexander Gitsov, the most
appropriate keywords were selected. Stilyan Petrov is a legend of Bulgarian and European football.
Apart from being the captain of a team from the English Premier League (Aston Villa) and the
national team of Bulgaria, Petrov managed to fight leukaemia (Fay, 2015) and create a foundation to
help children affected by such diseases ("STILIYAN Petrov Foundation - Charity 1154131," n.d.).
Petrov currently helps footballers realise themselves after the end of their careers ("Player 4 player
launches to support footballers' careers," 2020). The whole business card of Petrov makes him
extremely socially responsible, which is the most important thing for the current job. Next to him in
developing the keyword list was Alexander Gitsov, one of the youngest professional football coaches
in Austria, who studied mass communications at the University of Vienna before becoming a
professional coach. With the help of both, words not directly related to corporate social
responsibility were removed, and those were added that revealed more tweets related to the

essence of this work. The complete keyword list can be found at the end of this paper.

A total of 2532 tweets were found after performing a search function in excel. Some
contained more than one keyword and have been reported repeatedly, while others did not address

corporate social responsibility at all. Thus, the final sample was reduced to 1961 tweets.

3.1.2 Codebook

One of the content analysis puzzle pieces is the codebook, which is fully presented at the

end of this work. Together with the code form (in some places called "code sheet"), this tool serves
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as a protocol for analysing the content of messages (Neuendorf, 2002, p.132). Instructions on how to
encode are mentioned in the codebook. This turns the codebook into an instruction document that

is in no way interactive. The coding itself is done in the so-called code sheet.

In the case of the present work, the codebook contains formal and content categories. These
categories apply to the so-called unit of analysis or, more precisely, to the tweets of the different
football clubs, which may contain text, a photo or multimedia but are essentially in text format.
Anything that does not relate sharply to the main topic of CSR in European football" is automatically
considered irrelevant and is not subject to coding. The coding begins with the formal categories
already available from the Twitter data, i.e. the information that is filled in these categories is
available from the data set. In the present case, they are the Identity of the encoder, Twitter
identification number, tweet release date, Name of the football club's country, Name of the football
club, Number of followers on Twitter, Number of following on Twitter, Likes counter, Replies

counter, Retweets counter and Quotes counter.

After the formal ones, follow the content categories where the situation is different. Apart
from the text of the tweet category, which is also available from the data set, all other categories are
coded according to the encoder's understanding. According to the Kazan Action Plan, the already
mentioned five fields are united in the category Topic of the tweet. The remaining categories are
generated based on the keyword list. They aim to check if the specific tweet relates to one of the
following topics: covid crisis, the safety of athletes, fans and others involved, injuries, humanitarian
aid and support, health issues, tragedies and death, acts of respect, racism, homophobia,
discriminatory and anti-discriminatory practices, cultural and biological equality, acts of violence,
organisational issues, water supply, food and the like, education, family, public responsibility, fan

society, refereeing, fair play, game manipulation, doping and others.

In order to avoid subjective categorisation, achieving a high percentage of "intercoder

reliability" is vital. It should be emphasised that "when it [intercoder reliability] is not established,
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the data and interpretations of the data can never be considered valid" (Lombard et al., 2002, p.
589). In order to confirm the functionality and objectivity of the codebook, the expertise of
Alexander Gitsov was sought again. Gitsov analysed 10% of the entire sample, or in other words, 200
tweets. This number was again determined based on the literature: "The appropriate size of the
sample depends on many factors and should not be less than 50 units or 10% of the full sample, but
it rarely will need to be greater than 300 units" (Lombard et al., 2002, p. 601). There is various
information in the literature about the required percentage of consent to legitimise content analysis.
In the case of the current work, the rate is high enough not to cause concern - 86 per cent. The so-
called "rules of thumb" determinate that "coefficients of .90 or greater would be acceptable to all,
.80 or greater would be acceptable in most situations, and below that, there exists great
disagreement" (Neuendorf, 2002, p. 145). In this line of thinking, the central challenge of every

codebook for ensuring reliability is ensured.

3.2 Sentiment analysis

To achieve multi methodology to quantitative content analysis, which aims to find the
answers to the first two questions, a third method was added - a sentiment analysis to measure the
fans' opinion in connection with CSR campaigns. The ability to encode the Twitter replies by hand
and extract the fans opinions, similar to the content analysis, was an option, but it would be too
time-consuming. Also, the amount of data presented in detail in the next section does not

predispose to manual analysis.

Considering all this, the possibility of conducting the so-called sentiment analysis was on the
table. The sentiment analysis is a computer-assisted technique based on machine learning models
and artificial intelligence. As academic sources indicate, sentiment analysis has the task to "classify
text into subjective categories (negative, positive, or neutral) or measure sentiment strength"
(Philander & Zhong, 2016, p. 18). The process involves opinion extraction and sentiment

classification as fundamental steps. A subjective text is extracted from a factual one by opinion

21



extraction, while sentiment classification categorises the words based on their impact (sentiment)

(Chiu et al., 2015).

Some various models and methods can be applied in conducting this type of analysis, the
most common being corpus-based and dictionary-based approaches (Philander & Zhong, 2016, p.
18). Since the linguistic resources used in sentiment analysis are derived from existing dictionaries of
positive and negative words, the second type was chosen for the present study (Taboada et al.,
2011). As Yu & Wang conclude in their work, "by counting how many times a word appears, this
approach recognises words with positive polarity (expressing a favourable sentiment toward an
object), negative polarity (expressing an unfavourable sentiment toward an object), and no polarity

(neutral)" (2015, p.393).

The development of a lexicon is -unnecessary, as there are already existing ones that can be
used. One of them is the Valance Aware Dictionary and sEntiment Reasoner (VADER), part of the
"leading platform for building Python programs to work with human language data" named Natural
Language Toolkit (NLTK) (Natural Language Toolkit — NLTK 3.6.2 documentation, n.d.). Similar to
other approaches of this type, VADER measures the probability that the sentiment of a text will be
neutral, positive or negative: "neutral sentiments have a polarity score of 0 due to unidentifiable
sentiment in the text. Negative and positive sentiments are assigned polarity scores of less than and
greater than 0, respectively" (Roe et al., 2021, p.3). From the same work of Roe et al., it is
understood that applied to social media contexts, VADER is highly sensitive to sentiment expressions
as it can "process acronyms and slang words" (p.3). It also turns out that VADER performed better
than eleven of the most used approaches. Furthermore, VADER performed better than individual

human analysts at accurately classifying the sentiment of tweeted messages (Hutto & Gilbert, 2015).

3.2.1 Sentiment analysis data set

The original idea was to analyse all the Twitter replies below the sample provided for the

guantitative content analysis. The total number of replies amounts to over 180 thousand comments.
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Unfortunately, this turned out to be impossible, not because of the large number of replies but
because of the inability to access all these comments via Twitter APl v2. The information that Twitter
offers through its developer portal does not include the posts’ comments. Certain adjustments were

necessitated.

In order to preserve the original idea of the study, it was decided to download the
comments manually. Not only does it sound, but it is unthinkable for a single person to download
180 thousand pieces of text by hand. Nevertheless, a solution was quickly found. It was not
necessary to analyse the entire volume of comments, as Twitter first shows the most exciting part of
the conversation under each tweet: "We show you the most interesting content first, and when you
join in, you will have the full character limit to craft your reply with" ("About conversations on

Twitter," 2021).

However, a few unrelated comments under a tweet could not be accepted as a
"conversation". Consequently, only tweets with more than ten comments were included in the final
sample. The total number of tweets under which a conversation took place was 757, and the total

number of comments - 7570.

3.2.2 Model implementation

The following lines will describe the steps for conducting the sentiment analysis. The entire
source code can be accessed via the link at the end of the work. The sentiment analysis described in
the above lines can be performed in any Integrated Development Environment (IDE), which is
suitable for work with Python (Selvaraj, 2020). Jupyter Notebook was used for this particular

analysis.

Loading the data set is the first step. Once the data is opened and loaded, the necessary
libraries are imported to provide the necessary tools for the analysis. The above-mentioned NLTK is

only a part of the libraries needed to conduct sentiment analysis.
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# import Libraries

import pandas as pd

from pandas.core.common import SettingWithCopyWarning

import warnings

warnings.simplefilter(action="ignore"', category=FutureWarning)
warnings.simplefilter(action="ignore", category=SettingwithCopywWarning)
warnings.filterwarnings("ignore", category=DeprecationWarning)

from wordcloud import WordCloud
import matplotlib.pyplot as plt
import itertools

import nltk

Zmatplotlib inline

import numpy as np

import unicodedata

from nltk.corpus import stopwords

import seaborn as sns

import string

import re

import os

from nltk.tokenize import TreebankWordTokenizer
from nltk.tokenize import RegexpTokenizer

from nltk.sentiment.vader import SentimentIntensityAnalyzer
from operator import add

Figure 3: Libraries importing in Jupyter Notebook

One of the most important libraries for the sentiment analysis is the mentioned several

times NLTK, for which additional packages need to be downloaded.

# Downloading NLTK pakages
nltk.download( ' stopwords')
nltk.download( 'wordnet")
nltk.download( 'punkt')
nltk.download( ' vader lexicon')

[nltk data] Downloading package stopwords to /root/nltk data...
[nltk data] Package stopwords is already up-to-date!

[nltk data] Downloading package wordnet to /root/nltk data...

[nltk data] Package wordnet is already up-to-date!

[nltk data] Downloading package punkt to /root/nltk data...

[nltk data] Package punkt is already up-to-date!

[nltk data] Downloading package vader lexicon to /root/nltk data...
[nltk data] Package vader lexicon is already up-to-date!

Figure 4: NLTK’s packages downloading in Jupyter Notebook

The next step for the data is to be carefully examined and prepared for cleaning. The whole
process can be viewed in the source code at the end of the work. The cleaning itself aims to organise
the data for the sentiment analysis process properly. This process removes stopwords, repeating

characters, emails, and web URLs, i.e., discovering the origin words.
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# Function to clean the dataset, by removing stopwords, repeating characters, emails, web ur

STOPWORDS = set(stopwords.words('english'})
def Single char_removing(text):

return ' '.join{ [w for w in text.split{) if len(w)>1] )
def cleaning_stopwords(text):

return " ".join([word.lower() for word in str(text).split() if word not im STOPWORDS])

english_punctuations = string.punctuation
punctuations_list = english_punctuations
def cleaning punctuations(text):
translator = str.maketrans('’,
return text.translate(translator)
def cleaning repeating char(text):
return re.sub{r’'{.)%1+', r'\1", text)
def cleaning email{data):
return re.sub{'@[*\s]+', ' ', data)
def cleaning URLs(data):
return re.sub{r'httpi\s+', '', data)
def cleaning_numbers({data):
return re.sub('[®-92]+', "', data)
tokenizer = RegexpTokenizer(r'w+")
st = nltk.PorterStemmer()
def stemming_on_text(data):
text = [st.stem(word) for word in data]
return text
Im = nltk.WordNetLemmatizer()
def lemmatizer_on_text(data):
text = [Im.lemmatize(word) for word in data]
return text
def preprocesses_data(data):
data= data.apply(lambda x: cleaning_ URLs(x))
data= data.apply(lambda x: cleaning_email(x))
data = data.apply(lambda text: cleaning_stopwords(text))
data= data.apply(lambda x: cleaning_punctuations(x))
data = data.apply(lambda x: cleaning_repeating_char(x))
data = data.apply(lambda x: cleaning_numbers(x))
data = data.apply(tokenizer.tokenize)
# # dota= data.apply(Llambda x: stemming on_text(x))
dats = data.apply(lambda x: lemmatizer on_text{x))
data = data.apply(lambda x: ' '.join{x))
dats = data.apply(lambda x: Single char_removing(x))

» punctuations list)

return data

Figure 5: Data cleaning in Jupyter Notebook
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Once the data is prepared for analysis, the actual part begins, which is done with the help of
the built-in function in the NLTK package - Sentiment Intensity Analyser, part of the Valence Aware

Dictionary and sEntiment Reasoner (VADER).

# Sentiment Intensity Analyzer using NLTK for each column
sid = SentimentIntensityAnalyzer()
for_process=["'COMMENT 1',"'COMMENT 2", 'COMMENT 3", 'COMMENT 4°',
'COMMENT 5', 'COMMENT &', 'COMMENT 7', 'COMMENT 8','COMMENT 9°', 'COMMENT 1@']
all dict prob={}
for col in for_process:

dict_datazprocessed_data[col].apply(lambda x: sid.polarity_scores(x))
label=[]
gll probs=[]
for index in range(len(processed_data[col])):
dict_d=dict_data[index]
names=list(dict d.keys())
values=list(dict d.values())
types=names[np.argmax(values)]
typesstypes+', '+str{values[np.argmax(values)])
label.append(types)
all_probs.append(values)
all_dict_prob[col]=all_probs
index_no = processed_data.columns.get_loc(col)
inset_col(processed_data, index_no+l,col+' label',label)

Figure 6: Sentiment Intensity Analyser in Jupyter Notebook

# Probability percentage for each row data into last column
names=["'neg', 'neu', 'pos', 'compound']
allprobs=[]
for index in range(len(all dict prob['COMMENT 1']7)):
row_prob=[0,8,8,0]
for key in all dict prob:
row_probzlist( map(add, row prob, all dict prob[key][index]))
newlist = [x / 18 for x in row_prob]
hig_ind=np.argmax(newlist)
probz=names[hig_ind]+', '+str(np.round(newList[hig ind],2))
allprobs.append(prob)
processed data[ 'Comments probabilities']=allprobs

Figure 7: Probability percentage in Jupyter Notebook
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After conducting the analysis, it is checked with what probability the given comment is
negative, positive or neutral. This process is repeated for the entire data set, for each country and

each team. In the end, both nominal and percentage values are obtained.

# Probobality of sentiment on comments in dataframe provided
def prob_counts(df):

neg=a
pos=@
neu=a
comp==a
total=0

for col in df:
if 'label’ im col:
for value in df[col]:
total=total+l
if ‘neu’ in value:
neu_t=neu_t+1
prob=value.split()[1]
neu=neu+float{prob)

if 'pos’ in value:
pos_t=pos_t+1
prob=value.split()[1]
pos=pos+float{prob)

if ‘neg’ in value:
neg_t=neg_t+1
prob=value.split()[1]
neg=neg+float{prob)

if 'comp' in value:
camp_t=comp_t+l
prob=value.split()[1]
comp=comp+float(prob )

print(‘Counts: Megitive: ',neg_t,'Positive:', pos_t,
*Meutral: ‘,neu_t ,'Compound:
print(‘Probabilities: Negitive:
‘Meutral: ',np.round{neu_t/total,2), 'Compound:

Figure 8: Probability percentage in Jupyter Notebook

',np.round(neg_t/total,2), ‘Positive:

» np.round(pos_t/total,2),
' ynp.round{comp_t/total,2}))
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All the analysis results will be presented in the next section of this paper. The final step,
which is described in the model implementation, is the discovery of the most commonly used words
and their probability of sentiment, the so-called word counts, as well as their visualisation, which will

also be presented in the results.

¥ Probobality of sentiment on word in dotofrome provided

def words_counts(df):

cols =["COMMENT 1°, "COMMENT 2°, 'COMMENT 37, ‘COMMENT 4°', "COMMENT 5°,
"COMMENT 6", "COMMENT 7', "COMMENT 8°, 'COMMENT ©°', “COMMENT 18" )
all commenti=df|cols).apply(lambda row: ' °.join(row.values . astype(str)), axis=1)
all comments=" ".jein(all_cemments)
all commenti=unicodedata.normalize( 'NFEC" ,all comments )
# GEnergle o word cloud imoge
plt.figure(figsize=({15,7})
wordcloud = WordCloud( ). generate(all comments)

plt.imshow(wordclowd, Interpolation="bilinear"}
plt.axis{ 'off'}
plt.showi }

tern_fd = nltk.FregDist{tokenizer . tokenize(all comments))
rieu=| |

pos=[ ]

neg=[ |

& comp={ |

riew_count=[ |
pos_count=] ]
rigg_count=[ |
8 comp_count={ |
for col in df:
if mot ‘label” in col and CCOMMENT® in col :
for comment in df [col):
tokens=tokenizer . tokenize(commant )
for word in tokens:
¥ print{word)
dict d=sid.polarity scores{word)
¥ printidict_d)
names=1ist{dict_d.keys(})
valuves=1Est{dict_d.values(}}
types=nanes|np  argrax{values) |
¥ print{ng.argecxvalues ) )
if "meu” in Cypes:
rew. append [ word )
reu_count. append | term_fd|word] }

if "pos” in types:
pos . append [wWord §
pos_count. append  term_fd|word] }

if 'neg” in types:
reg. append [ word )
neg_count . append [ term_fd|word] )

¥ if "comp® in Lypes:

o conp . apgend{word)

u comp_coun . append | term ol word | )
new_df=pd.DataFrame((_ for _ in itertools.zip longest(*[pos.pos_cownt])),

columns=[ "positive”, ‘positive count' ]}

figw_df=new_df.sort_values (by=|'positive count'], ascending = False)
new_df = new_df.drop duplicates()
new_df.resetindex{drop=True, inplace=True}

new_dfl=pd.DataFrame((_ for _ in itertools.zip longest{*[neu,meu count])),
columns=| ‘neutral”, 'neutral count®])

nesw_dfl=new dfl.sort_wvalues(by=[ ‘neutral count’], ascemding = False)

figw_dfl = new_dfl.drop_duplicates()

nesw_dfl.reset index{drop=True, inplace=True)

new_dfZ=pd.DataFrame((_ for _ in itertools.zip longest(*[neg,neg count])),
columns=[ ‘negative” ; ‘negative count' ]}

fiew_df2=new_df2.sort_values(by=[ "negative count”], ascending = False)

new_dfl = new df2.drop_duplicates()

rigs_df2.reset_index{drop=True, inplace=True)

return pd.concat([new odf, new_dfl, nes df2], axis=1}

Figure 9: Probability percentage and word counts in Jupyter Notebook
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4. Results

At this point in the work, the results of both analyses will be presented. Those from the
content analysis or the topics that the clubs communicate on Twitter will be monitored first, and

then the fans' opinions through the sentimental analysis of their comments on Twitter.

4.1 Content analysis results

This section of the paper presents statistical results generated by the statistical software
SPSS. Due to the large volume of results, all SPSS outputs are attached at the end of the work, and in
this section, only the most compelling outcomes that are directly relevant to the research can be

found.

4.1.1 Descriptive Statistics

The results of the descriptive statistics will be presented in this section and aim to
summarise the characteristics of the information collected through the content analysis. In order to
present the results in this part of the work, two of the SPSS functionalities were used — Frequencies

and Crosstabs.

The first analysis wanted to know how many tweets relating to corporate social

responsibility the clubs from each country sent out.
WHICH COUNTRIES PUBLISH MOST ON
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY?

SPAIN
16.7%

ENGLAND
35.3%

ITALY
21.6%

GERMANY
26.4%

Figure 10: Percentage distribution of the total number of tweets by country. (n=1961)
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As shown in Figure 10 the teams in England that are the subject of analysis are the most
active in terms of corporate social responsibility. As many as 35.3% or just over 1/3 of all tweets are
work of English teams (693 of 1961 tweets). Immediately after, they are the German teams with 518
tweets or 26.4% of all posts. In third place is Italy with 423 units or 21.6%. In last place are the clubs

from Spain, with 16.7% of the total number (327 tweets).

When the case is not by country but by club, logically, things do not look any different.

WHICH CLUBS PUBLISH MOST ON
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY?

SEVILLA

BARCA 479 MAN CITY

9.8%

3.8%
REAL M
>-3% MAN UTD
ATLETICO M
> 0% 9.3%
ATALANTA
4.7%
JUVENTUS
3.5% LIVERPOOL
10.4%
MILAN
8.2%
CHELSEA
5.9%
INTER
5.2%
WOLFSBURG BAYERN M
3.8% 7.8%

6.9% 8%

Figure 11: Percentage distribution of the total number of tweets by club. (n=1961)

Figure 11 again shows that the English teams have the largest communication share in this
area. Only Liverpool crosses the 10% barrier (10.4% of all tweets related to corporate social
responsibility), and closely behind them are the teams from Manchester - City (9.8%) and United
(9.3%). London's Chelsea lags behind them by just under 6% and allows as many as three of the four
German teams to overtake him - Bayern Munich (7.8%), Borussia Dortmund (8%) and RB Leipzig

(6.9%). In Italy and Spain, as it has already become noticeable, the percentage is lower, but the
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teams of Milan, Inter and Real Madrid are impressive, which are the only ones responsible for more

than 5% of the total communication in the field of social responsibility.

The statistical results shown on both figures are significant, as the total number of tweets for
each team and country is the same due to the possibility to download a maximum of 3200 tweets via
Twitter API v2, which was described in the methodological part. The percentage distribution would
be the same in this line of thinking, even if the focus is on the entire dataset of 52 thousand tweets.
Knowing that the final sample contained 1961 tweets on corporate social responsibility, it should be
noted that this is only 3.8% of all communication of the clubs on Twitter (1961 of 52192).

THE MOST COMMUNICATED TOPICS IN THE
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FIELD.

30

Figure 12: Percentage distribution of the most communicated topics in the field of corporate social responsibility for all
clubs and countries. (n=1961)
Regarding the most communicated topics, the club tweets related directly to the fan
community are 38.3% of all tweets (752 of 1961) that are the subject of analysis. With 24.2% in
second place are the tweets that express deep admiration or respect for someone or something.

Tweets related to the development of society take third place with 21.7%, followed by the
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organisational communication of the clubs related to administrative cases (19.5%) and the
communication of support acts by the clubs and third parties involved (18.1%). The rest we see in
Figure 12 shows that there are topics not communicated by the clubs at all or too rarely. This is the
case with tweets, which refer to events related to doping (0 tweets / 0%), manipulation of football
events (1 tweet / 0.1%) and fair play (11 tweets / 0.6%). The overall percentage of these categories
together is less than 1 per cent of the accumulated data. All other topics will be discussed in the
following lines, and it will become clear which clubs and countries communicate most often on the

different topical issues.

The policies recommended by the Kazan Action Plan include recommendations for
communication of manipulation cases in sports (in the football context - arranged matches) and anti-
doping. Both topics are the least communicated in the tweets. Not a single tweet deals with the
plan's last, fifth policy area (PA5: Ensuring an adequate anti-doping policy framework, its
implementation and effective compliance measures). The fourth policy area (PA4: Strengthening
measures against the manipulation of sports competition) is also not full of tweets that affect her.
The total number is 61 tweets, or 3.1%. As shown in Figure 13, the first three topics of the plan
managed to cover 50% of the analysed communication. Most tweets fall into the "Other" category,
which clearly shows that there are other topics in the corporate social responsibility field that
football clubs communicate in addition to those recommended in the plan. That is why the coding of
the developed topics with the help of experts was carried out, where the percentage of tweets that

fall into the category "Other" is only 2.4% or 47 tweets.
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THE MOST COMMUNICATED KAZAN ACITON PLAN
TOPICS IN THE CORPORATE SOCIAL
RESPONSIBILITY FIELD.

50

40

30

20

0

POLICY AREAT  POLICY AREAZ POLICY AREA3 POLICY AREA4  POLICY AREAS OTHER AREA

Figure 13: Percentage distribution of tweets communicated by football clubs according to the Kazan action plan. (n=1961)

Apart from what has been said in the above lines, the KAP policy areas cannot detect the
nuances of the different topics as the five areas are too familiar. This lack of nuances is why the
focus will be on the most communicated topics by country in the following lines. Then the individual
topics will be considered, and it will be determined in which countries and clubs they are most often

present.

English clubs are a leader in the field, and the fact that tweets related to society and its
development come first (38.5%) can be seen in Figure 14. The attention that these clubs pay to their
fans is also not small (34.8%), and in third place are the tweets that relate to organisational issues
(34.3%). At the same time, clubs in England barely communicate referees, fair play, match
manipulation, and doping events. The four topics collect 0.6% or five tweets out of 693 published by

them.

33



THE MOST COMMUNICATED TOPICS IN ENGLAND
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Figure 14: Percentage distribution of CSR topics communicated by English clubs. (n = 693)

THE MOST COMMUNICATED TOPICS IN GERMANY

50

30

Figure 15: Percentage distribution of CSR topics communicated by German clubs. (n = 518)
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Fans are of paramount importance to German clubs, covering 40.5% of all German club
communication in the CSR sphere. Unlike their English counterparts, the second position goes to
socially important cases (18.5%). In third place are the tweets that communicate players physical
condition and injuries (19.7%). Again, the last places are occupied by the already familiar four topics
- referees, fair play, match manipulation and doping with a total percentage of 0.4% (2 of 518

tweets).

THE MOST COMMUNICATED TOPICS IN ITALY

50

30

10

Figure 16: Percentage distribution of CSR topics communicated by Italian clubs. (n = 423)

In Italy, most CSR communication is the posts expressing gratitude, respect or admiration,
coded under the keyword "respect". In this way, 44% of the tweets of the Italian teams are coded
(132 of 423 tweets). Again, the fans are in the top 3 with 31.2%, and third place is occupied by
organisational communication with 15.7%. The tweets related to the referees are as high as 11%, in

contrast to those concerning the manipulation of football events and doping, which are missing.
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THE MOST COMMUNICATED TOPICS IN SPAIN

60

Figure 17: Percentage distribution of CSR topics communicated by Spanish clubs. (n = 327)

As in other countries, tweets that directly affect fans in Spain are the most communicated
(51.7%), followed by supporting acts by football clubs or close to them by just under 20% (19.3%).
Third, we find tweets that report athletes' current physical condition and injuries (15.6%). The
quartet at the bottom (referees, fair play, manipulation and doping) collects 2.1% of Spanish football

communication on CSR or 8 of 327 publications.

Once we have seen the most communicated and least communicated topics, it is time to
look at each case separately. Two graphs are presented for each case. The first shows the share of
communication by country, and the second depicts what part of the communication of the given

clubs was in the topic in question.
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PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
COVID TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

JUVENTUS
ENGLAND

29-9% ATLETICO MADRID

BAYERN MUNICH
ITALY

21.3%
CHELSEA

RB LEIPZIG

GERMANY
32.3%

Figure 18: Percentage distribution of the COVID topic by countries and clubs (n = 127)

Tweets related to the global COVID pandemic are 127 or 6.5% of the tweets. This topic is the
ninth most communicated of the clubs. In Germany, the case was most frequently communicated

(32.3%), and Juventus (Italy) was the team with the most tweets about the pandemic (27.9%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
SAFETY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
26%

ATLETICO MADRID
ENGLAND

34.8% SEVILLA

BAYERN MUNICH
ITALY
5.4%
RB LEIPZIG

LIVERPOOL

GERMANY
33.7%

Figure 19: Percentage distribution of the SAFETY topic by countries and clubs (n = 92)

Communication related to the safety of athletes, fans, staff and all those involved in football

events comes down to 4.7% of total communication or 92 tweets. The leader among the countries is



England, with a little over 30% of the tweets, and among the clubs Atletico Madrid (Spain) with 14%.

This topic is positioned in 12th place.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
INJURY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN ENGLAND
23.6% 24.1% RB LEIPZIG

BORUSSIA DORTMUND

ITALY

5.1% BARCELONA

REAL MADRID

ATLETICO MADRID

GERMANY
47.2%

Figure 20: Percentage distribution of the INJURY topic by countries and clubs (n = 216)

The topic covering the clubs' communication about the athletes' physical condition and
their injuries ranks 6th among all topics with 11% or 216 from all 1961 tweets. The matter was most

often communicated in Germany (47.2%) and by the German representative - RB Leipzig (31.6%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
SUPPORT TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

s MAN CITY
CHELSEA
ITALY ATLETICO MADRID
9.6% ENGLAND
50.7%

SEVILLA

LIVERPOOL
GERMANY

22%

Figure 21: Percentage distribution of the SUPPORT topic by countries and clubs (n = 355)



Tweets that communicate charity and other humanitarian and financial aid types are the
fifth most talked about topic. A total of 355 (18.1%) are coded in this topic. England is responsible

for more than half of the posts (50.7%), and only Manchester City for 36.8%.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
HEALTH TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
13% MAN CITY
ITALY
CHELSEA
MAN UTD
GERMANY
18.8% ENGLAND RB LEIPZIG
62.4%

REAL MADRID

Figure 22: Percentage distribution of the HEALTH topic by countries and clubs (n = 69)

Surprisingly or not, communication directly affects health topics (excluding the COVID
pandemic) is the 13th most communicated topic (69 tweets or 3.5% in total). In England alone, the
subject was influential, as clubs there accounted for 62.4% of all tweets on the same topic. The club

that has published the most on this topic is Manchester City (9.3%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
DEAD/TRAGEDY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

LIVERPOOL
SEVILLA
ENGLAND ATALANTA
46.2%

ITALY
15.4% BAYERN MADRID
MAN UTD

GERMANY 20
18.9%

Figure 23: Percentage distribution of the DEAD/TRAGEDY topic by countries and clubs (n = 143)
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Tweets related to deaths or serious tragedies account for 7.3% of communication and eighth
place, respectively. Their total number is 143. They are most often communicated in England (46.2%)

and the Liverpool team (15.3%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
RESPECT TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

8.2%
MILAN

ENGLAND
33.8% ATALANTA
LIVERPOOL
ITALY
39.2% MAN CITY
JUVENTUS
GERMANY
18.8%

Figure 24: Percentage distribution of the RESPECT topic by countries and clubs (n = 474)

Communication related to enthusiasm, respect and recognition is the second most
communicated topic. As many as 474 tweets (24.2%) out of 1961 are coded under the keyword
"respect"! Italy (39.2%) and Milan (70.8%) have communicated on the subject most during the
analysis period.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
RACISM TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
2%
ITALY WOLFSBURG
17.5%
MAN UTD
ENGLAND
44.3% BAYERN MUNICH

JUVENTUS

GERMANY CHELSEA

36.1%

Figure 25: Percentage distribution of the RACISM topic by countries and clubs (n = 97)
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Only 97 (4.9%) of the 1961 tweets deal with the problem of racism. The topic is most
communicated in England (44.3%) and the Wolfsburg team (14.9%). That makes racism the 11th

most published topic.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
HOMOPHOBIA TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

ITALY §.7% CHELSEA
3.3%

WOLFSBURG

ENGLAND MILAN
46.7%

LIVERPOOL

GERMANY

43.3% MAN CITY

10

Figure 26: Percentage distribution of the HOMOPHOBIA topic by countries and clubs (n = 30)

The problem of homophobia is the 20th most communicated topic. There are only 30 tweets
on this topic or 1.5% of the teams' communication in the field of corporate social responsibility.
Again, clubs in England reported this problem most often (46.7%), followed by Germany (43.3%).
The most active club on the subject is Chelsea, as 9% of the team's communication on Twitter is

related to this problem.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
DISCRIMINATION TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

3.6%
ITALY WOLFSBURG

16.1%

MAN UTD

ENGLAND

45.5% CHELSEA

LIVERPOOL

GERMANY
34.8%

JUVENTUS

Figure 27: Percentage distribution of the DISCRIMINATION topic by countries and clubs (n =112)
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Discriminatory practices and decisions about them have been communicated a total of 112
times (5.7%) during the study period, for 45.5% of them responsible are the teams from England.

The team most often communicated on this topic is the German Wolfsburg (18.9%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
EQUALITY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
9.8%

WOLFSBURG
ENGLAND

31.7%
ITALY JUVENTUS

22%
BARCELONA

CHELSEA

BAYERN MUNICH

GERMANY
36.6%

Figure 28: Percentage distribution of the EQUALITY topic by countries and clubs (n = 41)

Gender equality ranks second in the second half of the table as a percentage of total
communication with 41 tweets (2.1%). Again, the German Wolfsburg is the team that most often

touched on this topic on Twitter (9.5%). Germany is also in first place on this topic (36.6%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
ABUSE TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

GERMANY
8.5%

LIVERPOOL

CHELSEA

MAN UTD

MAN CITY

RB LEIPZIG

ENGLAND
89.4%

Figure 29: Percentage distribution of the ABUSE topic by countries and clubs (n = 47)
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The forms of abuse and their presence in the teams' Twitter profiles occur 47 times or only
in 2.4% of the communication units. The English teams (89.4%), especially Liverpool (9.4%), are

responsible for almost all tweets on this topic. The topic is the 15th most communicated.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
ORGANISATION TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
8.9% MAN CITY
':‘;;" CHELSEA
JUVENTUS
GERMANY ENGLAND LIVERPOOL

MAN UTD

0 10 20 30 40 50

Figure 30: Percentage distribution of the ORGANISATION topic by countries and clubs (n = 382)

The fourth most talked about topic in the field of corporate social responsibility by football
clubs on Twitter is related to organisational and administrative cases. A total of 19.5% or 382 tweets
were on this topic, most often communicated by the English teams (62.3%) and Manchester City

(44%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
SUPPLIES TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

GERMANY
13.5%

MAN CITY

LIVERPOOL

BAYERN MUNICH

BORUSSIAD

MAN UTD

ENGLAND
86.5%

10

Figure 31: Percentage distribution of the SUPPLIES topic by countries and clubs (n = 37)
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Although it was not communicated at all in Italy and Spain, the issue of food, water and
other life-saving supplies was mentioned 37 times by teams in England (86.5%) and Germany

(13.5%). Manchester City has often published on the subject (8.8%). "The Supplies" rank 18th among

all topics.
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
EDUCATION TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS
ITALY
GERMANY 1% MAN CITY
2.8%
INTER
MAN UTD
LIVERPOOL
ATALANTA
ENGLAND
86.2% 0 5 10 15

Figure 32: Percentage distribution of the EDUCATION topic by countries and clubs (n = 37)

Education is also one of the topics that fall in the bottom half of the topics table, with 36
tweets (1.8%), ranking 17th. Again, England and the teams there have communicated most often on

the subject. Furthermore, as much as 12.4% of Manchester City's communication is related to

education.
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
FAMILY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS
SPAIN
12.2%
BORUSSIA DORMUND
ITALY
11.6% ENGLAND BAYERN MUNICH
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GERMANY
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Figure 33: Percentage distribution of the FAMILY topic by countries and clubs (n = 172)
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Everything about family, children, parents and family values is communicated relatively
often (172 of 1961 tweets). 8.8% of tweets are related to this topic (7th place). The percentage in
the different countries is almost equally distributed, but the English teams are still responsible for

40.7% of the total. Borussia Dortmund has the highest rate of communication on this topic (18.6%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
SOCIETY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN
10.4% MAN CITY
LIVERPOOL
MAN UTD
GERMANY ENGLAND CHELSEA
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50

Figure 34: Percentage distribution of the SOCIETY topic by countries and clubs (n = 425)

Football teams' third most communicated CSR topic on Twitter is related to society's well-
being and development. As many as 425 tweets were published during the analysis period, and the
English teams are responsible for 59.5% of them. Manchester City has the largest share of its own

communication on this topic (43.5%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
FAN COMMUNITY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS

SPAIN

REAL MADRID
ENGLAND
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SEVILLA
GERMANY
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Figure 35: Percentage distribution of the FAN COMMUNITY topic by countries and clubs (n = 752)
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The largest share of the teams' tweets is directly related to the fans of the teams (1st place).
Fan engagement is the most communicated topic, with 752 tweets (38.3%). With a slight advantage
over the German teams, the English representatives are responsible for 32% of the tweets on the

subject. A total of 65% of all tweets from Real Madrid (Spain) are related to their fans.

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
REFEREE TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS
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Figure 36: Percentage distribution of the REFEREE topic by countries and clubs (n = 53)

While in England, Germany and Spain the topic of refereeing has been communicated a total
of 6 times during the entire analysis period, in Italy, the number is 47, which makes Italy the country
responsible for 88.7% of tweets on the topic. Atalanta has the largest share of its communication on

the subject (29%). Football refereeing is the 14th most communicated topic (2.7%).

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
FAIR PLAY TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS
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Figure 37: Percentage distribution of the FAIR PLAY topic by countries and clubs (n = 11)
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Although it is at the bottom of the table by a number of tweets (21st place with 11 tweets),
the topic of fair play is proportionally distributed among countries. England, Italy and Spain have an
equal share of 27.3%, followed only by Germany with 18.2%. Barcelona has the most tweets on this

topic - 4.1% of the club's communication.

The last two places among the topics are occupied by tweets related to the manipulation of

football events and those related to doping. While the first topic boasts one tweet, the second has

none.
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE
OTHER TOPIC BY COUNTRIES AND CLUBS
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Figure 38: Percentage distribution of the OTHER topic by countries and clubs (n = 47)

As it became definite earlier, 2.4% of all tweets did not fall into any category. In England, the
most tweets failed to be determined (30), and the club with the most "other" tweets is Manchester

United (12.6% of their tweets were not categorised).

4.1.2 Multiple Linear Regression
With the help of the statistical software SPSS, the following analysis is a multiple linear
regression, with which the study will be able to conclude whether the coded topics in some way

affect the dependent variables in this case - likes, retweets and replies.

The first step before the actual analysis is to run the VIF statistics test to check for
multicollinearity between the predictor variables. Ideally, the values here should be above 0.10 and

below 10 (Hair et al., 2010), but some names in the academic sphere argue that values must be even
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lower in order to be acceptable (Becker et al., 2014, p.656). In Tables 1, 2 and 3, we see that all

values in the present work case range between 1 and 3, which allows us to continue with the

multiple regression analysis. Coefficients®
Collinearity Stafistics
Madel Tolerance WIF

1 COVID 746 1.341
SAFETY 769 | 1300
IMJURY 621 1611
SUPPORT 694 1.441
HEALTH 267 1153
DEADITRAGEDY 252 1174
RESFPECT 742 1.3247
RACISM 04 1.420
HOMOPHOEIA a03 1.107
DISCRIMINATION _B10 1.640
EQUALITY _B66 1155

ABUSE a6 1.211
ORGANISATION 785 1.274
SUPFLIES 855 1169
EDUGATION 878 | 1139

FAMILY 927 1.074
SOCIETY 443 2257

FAN COMMUNITY 528 1.894
REFEREE 850 | 1477

FAIR PLAY .a88 1.013
MARIPLULATION 994 1.006

OTHER 97 1.081

a. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Table 1 (VIF statistics with dependent variable Likes count of a tweet)

Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance WIF

1 COVID .T46 1.341
SAFETY 768 1.200
IMJURY B2 1811
SUPPORT 694 1.441
HEALTH B67 1153
DEADITRAGEDY 852 1174
RESPECT 742 1,347
RACISM J04 1.420
HOMCPHOBIA 803 1.107
DISCRIMIMATION E10 1.640
EGUALITY GG 1.155
ABUSE BB 1.211
ORGANISATION 785 1.274
SUFFLIES 855 1.169
EDUCATION 878 1.139
FAMILY 827 1.079
SOCIETY 443 2.257
FAM COMMUNITY 528 1,804
REFEREE 850 1177
FAIR PLAY .88 1.013
MANIPULATION 594 1.006
OTHER 17 1.091

a. Dependent Variable: REFLIES

Table 2 (VIF statistics with dependent variable Replies count of a tweet)



Coefficients®

Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance WIF

1 COMID 746 1.341
SAFETY TGS 1.300
INJURY B21 1611
SUPPORT 604 1.441
HEALTH 867 1153
DEADITRAGEDY 852 1474
RESFECT 742 1.347
RACISM 704 1.420
HOMOPHOEBIA 803 1107
DISCRIMINATION 610 1.640
EQUALITY 866 1155
ABUSE 826 1.211
ORGAMISATION 785 1274
SUPPLIES 855 1.169
EDUCATION 878 1139
FAMILY 27 1.079
SOCIETY 443 2267
FAN COMMUNITY 528 1.894
REFEREE 850 1177
FAIR PLAYT 988 1.013
AP ULATION 994 1.006
OTHER ar 1.091

a. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

Table 3 (VIF statistics with dependent variable Retweets count of a tweet)

Multiple regression analysis was conducted to check how the various independent variables
affect the likes, replies, and retweets of the tweets. Its purpose was to confirm or refuse one of the
hypotheses stated at the end of the theoretical part. All three ANOVA tests (for the three dependent

variables) showed significant results, as seen from Tables 4, 5 and 6.

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 1.661E10 22 7.550E8 5.692 .0oo#
Residual 2.57T1E11 1938 1.326E8
Total 2.737EM 1960

a. Predictars: (Constanf), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY,
HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE, FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY,
SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY,
SUPPORT, DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY

h. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Table 4 (Anova test with a dependent variable: Likes of a tweet)
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ANOVA®

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 20031183.96 22 910508.362 3.606 .oop?
Residual 4.894E8 1938 252504533
Total 5.094E8 1960

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIFULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY,
HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE COVID, ABUSE FAM\L‘( DEADJ’I’RAGEDY
SUPFLIES, EQUALIT‘r’ INJURY RACISM RESF‘ECT ORGANISATION SAFETY,
SUF'F'ORT DISCRIMINATION FAN COMMUNITY SOCIETY
b. Dependent Variable: REPLIES

Table 5 (Anova test with a dependent variable: Replies [Commments] of a tweet)

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2.328E8 22 10582083 .44 4228 .oop?
Residual 4 850E9 1938 | 2502779.836
Total 5.083E9 1960

a Predu:turs (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY,

PHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE, FAMILY, DEAD/TRAGEDY,

SUPPLIES EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANIS&TION SAFETY,
UPPORT, DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMURNITY, SOC

b Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

Table 6 (Anova test with a dependent variable: Retweets of a tweet)

The statistical software SPSS automatically excluded the variable "DOPING" from the

analysis, as none of the tweets fell into this category, and it remained with zero value.

The next thing is to check the model summary for the "adjusted R square". The "adjusted R

square" is the indicator that shows to what extent the significant independent variables explain the

variance in cases of this study, which are shown in tables 7, 8 and 9.

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df df2 Sig. F Change
1 2462 061 050 11517.092 061 5692 22 1938 .000

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,

DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY

b. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Table 7 (Model Summary of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Likes of a tweet)

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft a2 Sig. F Change
1 1983 039 028 502.498 039 3606 22 1838 .0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
F RAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQL:ALITY INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,

AMILY, DEADITI
DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY

h. Dependent Variable: REPLIES

Table 8 (Model Summary of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Replies of a tweet)
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Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change
1 2144 046 035 1582.018 046 4,228 22 1938 .o0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHORIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,
DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY

b. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

Table 9 (Model Summary of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Retweets of a tweet)

In the three cases, the percentage of explanation of the reason is different. With the number
of likes (LIKESCOUNT), the independent variables explain 5% of the variance. The explanation rate is
2.8% for comments and 3.5% for retweets. The following tables (10, 11 and 12) show which variables

affect the tweets' number of likes, replies, and retweets.

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Errar Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 3076.688 741118 4151 .0o0
COVID -1316.747 1223.719 -.027 -1.076 282
SAFETY 415185 1402.451 007 296 T67
INJURY -252.802 1054.360 -.007 -.240 811
SUPPORT -826.125 810.750 -027 -1.0149 308
HEALTH 8030.359 1515.758 125 5.298 .000
DEADITRAGEDY 7019.495 1083.715 1564 6.477 000
RESPECT 1284.941 705.146 047 1.822 069
RACISM 3626.747 1428337 067 2537 011
HOMOPHOBIA 3283.03 2229929 034 1.472 RES
DISCRIMINATION 1262.456 1435322 025 880 379
EQUALITY 90.645 1953.469 001 046 963
ABUSE 3258.347 1870.964 042 1.742 082
ORGANISATION -641.118 741.339 -021 -.864 387
SUPPLIES -1489.269 2066.890 -017 -7 A7
EDUCATION -157.725 2067.439 -.002 -.076 839
FAMILY 1636.312 955172 039 1.713 087
SOCIETY -1596.614 948.275 -.056 -1.684 082
FAN COMMUNITY 57.585 736.059 002 078 938
REFEREE -2495510 17358.998 -.034 -1.434 152
FAIR PLAY -1693.643 3504115 -.011 -.483 629
MANIPULATION -1464 570 115566.213 -.003 -127 .899
OTHER -2289.709 1775.837 -.030 -1.2849 A87

a. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Table 10 (Coefficients table of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Likes of a tweet)
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From Table 10, we see that two of the independent variables have significant values, i.e.
they affect the number of likes of the tweets. For the result to be effective, the values must be less
than 0.05, after which the interpretation of the BETA coefficient can be made, which indicates
whether the variable effect is positive or negative. The two variables with significant results are
"HEALTH" (.0) and "DEAD/TRAGEDY" (.0). Both have positive BETA ratios (.125 and .154), which
means that when tweets contain information about the health of athletes, fans, staff and others

involved, or when information reports tragedy or death, those same tweets are more likely to be

liked.
Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefiicients
Model B Std. Errar Beta t Sig.
1 {Constant) 33.961 32.335 1.050 294
COVID -16.226 53.392 -008 -.304 761
SAFETY 21.921 61.190 009 358 720
INJURY B61.747 46.002 038 1.342 180
SUPPORT -29.377 35374 -022 -.830 A06
HEALTH 56.176 66.134 020 849 396
DEADITRAGEDY 113.854 47283 058 2.408 0186
RESPECT 33.048 30.766 028 1.074 .283
RACISM 160.694 62.363 068 2.577 010
HOMOFPHOBIA 493914 97.293 1149 5.077 000
DISCRIMINATION -7.407 62624 -003 -.118 806
EQUALITY 246.364 85.231 069 2.891 004
ABUSE 342976 81.631 103 4.202 000
ORGANISATION 834518 32.345 065 2.582 010
SUPPLIES 11.016 90.180 003 122 803
EDUCATIONM 9.736 90.204 003 o8 914
FAMILY 34144 41675 019 819 413
SOCIETY -98.060 41.374 -078 -2.370 018
FAN COMMUNITY 52.085 32115 2040 1.622 105
REFEREE -24.789 75817 -.008 -.327 744
FAIR PLAY -10.863 152.887 -.002 -0 843
MANIPULATION -100.479 504.205 -.004 -.189 842
OTHER -54177 77481 - 016 -.699 484

a. Dependent Variable: REPLIES

Table 11 (Coefficients table of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Replies of a tweet)
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As for the replies below the tweets, the analysis shows that the variables that affect the
number of comments are 7 in total. When a tweet contains information about tragic event or death
(Sig. = .016; Beta = .058), racism (Sig. = .010; Beta = .068), homophobia (Sig. = .0; Beta =.119),
gender equality (Sig. = .004; Beta = .069), abuse events (Sig. = .000; Beta = .103) and organisational
or administrative events (Sig. = .010; Beta = .065) replies are more likely to be more. Interestingly,
there is another significantly influential variable — "SOCIETY", but its impact is negative (Sig. = .018;
Beta = -.079). Fewer comments are expected when tweets contain information about the public and

its development.

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Errar Beta 1 Sig.

1 (Constant) 285.774 101.802 2.807 005
COovID 160,071 168.093 -024 -.952 341
SAFETY -32.596 192644 -004 -169 866
INJURY -80.943 144.830 -016 -.559 576
SUPPORT -180.096 111.367 -.043 -1.617 106
HEALTH 890.058 208.208 102 4.275 000
DEADITRAGEDY 677116 148.862 109 4549 .000
RESPECT 289.793 96,861 077 2.992 003
RACISM 298.500 196.337 040 1.520 129
HOMOPHOEBIA 301.281 306.309 023 984 325
DISCRIMINATION 258547 197160 037 1.311 180
EQUALITY -193.546 268.334 -017 -7 AT71
ABUSE 501.143 257.001 048 1.950 051
ORGANISATION -155.413 101.832 -.038 -1.526 A27
SUPPLIES -187.111 283913 -016 -.659 510
EDUCATION -79.359 283.989 -.007 -.279 780
FAMILY 140,164 131.205 025 1.068 286
SOCIETY 84.251 130.257 022 647 518
FAN COMMUMNITY 161.682 101.107 0435 1.599 A10
REFEREE -101.683 239.011 -010 -424 671
FAIR PLAY 483120 481.334 023 1.014 311
MANIPULATION -7.361 1587.391 ooo -.005 996
OTHER -185.480 243934 -018 -.760 447

a. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

Table 12 (Coefficients table of the Multiple Linear Regression with dependent variable Retweets of a tweet)
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In the last multiple regression analysis, three variables affect the dependent one. In this
case, the dependent variable is retweeting or, to put it simply —the number of shares per post. The
presence of healthy (Sig. = .000; Beta = .102) or tragic news (Sig. = .000; Beta = .109), as well as texts
that praise or respect someone (Sig. = .003; Beta = .077) has a positive effect on the number of

retweets.

It should be noted that although several significantly influential variables have been
identified, the explanation for the variance is not excessively high. However, in any case, the results

will confirm or refute the hypotheses. It will happen in the section on interpretation of results.

4.2 Sentiment analysis results

In this section, the results of the computer-assisted sentiment analysis will be presented.
Only the most gripping results directly relevant to the research are provided. Since this analysis

contains a large volume of results, the source code is attached at the end of the paper.

Whole Dataset
Counts: MNegitive: 454 Positive: 979 Neutral: 5324 Compound: 813
Probabilities: MNegitive: ©.86 Positive: ©.13 Neutral: ©.7 Compound: ©.11

Figure 39: Sentiment score for the whole data set; n=7570

In the results of the analysis, in addition to the negative, positive and neutral values
(nominal and percentual), we see the so-called "compound score" in Figure 39. Based on the scores
assigned to each lexicon, the sentiment compound was normalised between -1 (immensely harmful)
and +1 (exceedingly praising). Polarity (positive and negative) and intensity of the expressed
emotion are determined by this score. Based on the quantity of positivity, negativity and neutrality
contained in each tweet, the intensity of emotion is divided into a total of 1. According to its
compound score, each tweet is categorised as positive, negative, or neutral: "Compound scores less
than 0.05 were considered negative, scores between -0.05 and 0.05 were considered neutral, and

scores above 0.05 were classified as positive" (Roe et al., 2021, p.5).
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According to the latter, we understand that the sentiment of the whole data set is relatively
positive, as the compound score is 0.11. The compound score of the comments under the posts of
the clubs from England (n=4580) and Italy (n=840) is precisely the same. Fans of the German teams
were also optimistic in their statements on Twitter (0.1, n=920). Even lower, the response rate under

the tweets of the Spanish clubs is also positive (0.08, n=1230).

COUTRY_1 processing
Counts: MNegitive: 273 Positive: 535 Neutral: 3247 Compound: 525
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.86 Positive: ©.12 Neutral: .71 Compound: ©.11

COUTRY 2 processing
Counts: Negitive: 65 Positive: 154 Neutral: 686 Compound: 95
Probabilities: MNegitive: ©.87 Positive: ©.17 Neutral: ©.66 Compound: 8.1

COUTRY 3 processing
Counts: MNegitive: 31 Positive: 128 MNeutral: 593 Compound: 96
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.84 Positive: @.14 Neutral: .71 Compound: ©.11

COUTRY_4 processing
Counts: MNegitive: 85 Positive: 178 Neutral: 878 Compound: 97
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.87 Positive: @.14 Neutral: .71 Compound: ©.88

Figure 40: Sentiment score for the different countries; n=7570

When the teams' results are considered, there are again massive positive scores. Atletico
Madrid fans commented most positively (0.14, n=250), followed by those of Manchester United
(0.13, n=1240). Manchester City (n=1020), Liverpool (n=1500), Borussia Dortmund (n=520) and Real
Madrid (n=450) share third place with a result equal to the result for the whole data set (0.13). Only
the Sevilla team has a neutral score based on sentiment analysis (0.0). The reason for this is the too
few comments the team has received on Twitter (n=20). The 20 comments in question, which were
included in the analysis, are insufficient to determine the sentiment of the comments in Seville's
profile. Other teams with too few comment units are the German Wolfsburg (n=10) and RB Leipzig
(n=40), as well as the Italian Atalanta (n=10). There is a difference in the number of comments of the
clubs because, as explained in the theoretical part, only tweets with more than ten comments found

a place in the sentiment analysis.
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CLUB_1 processing

Counts: Negitive: 55 Positive: 131 Neutral: 717 Compound: 117
Probabilities: Megitive: .05 Positive: ©.13 Neutral: ©.7 Compound: ©.11
CLUB_2 processing

Counts: Negitive: 96 Positive: 124 Neutral: 862 Compound: 158
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.08 Positive: @.1 Neutral: ©.7 Compound: .13
CLUB_3 processing

Counts: Negitive: 72 Positive: 183 Neutral: 1679 Compound: 166
Probabilities: Megitive: @.05 Positive: ©.12 Neutral: .72 Compound: .11
CLUB_4 processing

Counts: Negitive: 5@ Positive: 97 Neutral: 589 Compound: 84
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.06 Positive: @.12 Neutral: .72 Compound: 8.1
CLUB_5 processing

Counts: Negitive: 31 Positive: 4@ Neutral: 243 Compound: 36
Probabilities: Negitive: .09 Positive: @.11 Neutral: .69 Compound: .1
CLUB_6 processing

Counts: Negitive: 32 Positive: 182 Neutral: 331 Compound: 55
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.06 Positive: @.2 Neutral: .64 Compound: @.11
CLUB_7 processing

Counts: Negitive: 2 Positive: 11 Neutral: 25 Compound: 2

Probabilities: Negitive: @.05 Positive: @.28 Neutral: .62 Compound: .05
CLUB_8 processing

Counts: Negitive: @ Positive: 1 Neutral: 7 Compound: 2

Probabilities: Negitive: ©.0 Positive: ©.1 Neutral: .7 Compound: ©.2
CLUB_9 processing

Counts: Negitive: 5 Positive: 45 Neutral: 164 Compound: 36

Probabilities: Negitive: ©.02 Positive: ©.18 Neutral: .66 Compound: .14
CLUB_18 processing

Counts: Negitive: 15 Positive: 51 Neutral: 333 Compound: 51
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.83 Positive: @.11 Neutral: ©.74 Compound: .11
CLUB_11 processing

Counts: Negitive: 1@ Positive: 21 Neutral: 91 Compound: 8

Probabilities: Negitive: ©.08 Positive: ©.16 Neutral: .7 Compound: ©.06
CLUB_ 12 processing

Counts: Negitive: 1 Positive: 3 Neutral: 5 Compound: 1

Probabilities: Negitive: ©.1 Positive: 8.3 MNeutral: .5 Compound: ©.1
CLUB_13 processing

Counts: Negitive: 6 Positive: 3@ Neutral: 121 Compound: 13

Probabilities: Negitive: .04 Positive: ©.18 Neutral: .71 Compound: @.08
CLUB_14 processing

Counts: Negitive: 55 Positive: 97 Neutral: 520 Compound: 58
Probabilities: Negitive: ©.08 Positive: @.13 Neutral: .71 Compound: .08
CLUB_15 processing

Counts: Negitive: 21 Positive: 39 Neutral: 224 Compound: 26
Probabilities: Negitive: .07 Positive: @.13 Neutral: .72 Compound: @.08
CLUB_16 processing

Counts: Negitive: 3 Positive: 4 Neutral: 13 Compound: @

Probabilities: MNegitive: ©.15 Positive: ©.2 Neutral: .65 Compound: ©.©

Figure 41: Sentiment score for the different clubs; n=7570
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Once the sentiment of the comments on Twitter was shown, it is time to look at the

individual words and their sentiment. Again - for the whole data set, by country and by club.

positive positive count neutral neutral count negative negative count

0 fan 387.0 club 636 no 178.0
1 god 3150 get 411 stop 100.0
2 like 2310 we 327 racism 8r.0
3 please 2310 you 303 injury 61.0
4 win 2200 it 301 shit 50.0
5 love 201.0  player 288 sad 470
6 best 172.0 the 266 bad 440
7 thank 143.0 team 254 leave 430
8 great 132.0 he 247 abuse 410
9 want 127.0 wel 240 fuck 41.0

Figure 42: The most common positive, neutral and negative words.; n=6896

In Figure 42, the first ten most commonly used positive, neutral, and negative words can be
observed. As "fan", "God", "like", "please", "love" and thank" logically fall into the positive side, the
"club", "player" and "team" remain neutral. Negative words include the most frequently repeated

"no", as well as "stop", "racism" and "injury". Offensive words are also present, which should not be

overlooked. Several examples in some of the most common words are shown on the table.

neutral 6156
positive 375
negative 365

Figure 43: Distribution of the analysed words.; n=6896

As can be seen from the last figure, most words are neutral - 6156, while the positive ones
are just ten more than the negative ones. That is what the word count, already mentioned in the

model implementation part, looks like for the whole volume of data:
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best 3. chelsea

layer «

thank

team

t1me

Figure 44: Word counts for the entire data set; n=6896

Positive words in every country outnumber negative ones, but neutrals also come first.
Most words are analysed in the comments below the tweets of English clubs (n = 5292), where the
distribution of words does not change. The most common words are again "fan" (positive), "club"

(neutral) and "no" (negative).

unitced

Figure 45: Word counts for the English clubs; n=5292

In Germany (n=1573), the negative "no" remains in the first place, but there is a change in
the positive and neutral words, where "fan" and "club" fall out of the top three, at the expense of

the positive "please", and the neutral "get".
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Figure 46: Word counts for the German clubs; n=1573

Of so many birthday greetings in Italy (n=1514), the first two positions in the section words

are "happy" and "birthday". The most used positive word is "love", and the negative word is again

no.
ronaldo fan g

one

A-14

time.

Figure 47: Word counts for the Italian clubs; n=1514

In the Twitter profiles of Spanish clubs (n=2755), again, the word "no" prevails in the
negative ones. Positivism is personified by "God". The most commonly used neutral word here is

"club".
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Figure 48: Word counts for the Spanish clubs; n=2755

There is already a more considerable difference in words between the teams. Most words
are analysed in the comments below the posts of English Liverpool (n=2800), followed by other
English teams - Manchester United (n=2436), Manchester City (n=2023) and Chelsea (n=1658).
Again, the teams RB Leipzig, Wolfsburg, Atalanta and Sevilla have gaps in their communication,
which do not allow a statistically significant conclusion to be made of their results. In all teams, the

neutral words are the most, followed by the positive ones, lastly, the negative words.

Detailed results for each club can be viewed in the source code attached as a link at the end
of this paper. The interpretation and reasons for the results will be discussed in the next section.
5 Results Interpretation

The results that we have seen in the analysis section brought with them a dose of
interpretation. Therefore, at this point of the work, the research questions will be answered, and the
hypotheses that are a crucial part of the present work will be confirmed or rejected. It will delve into

the possible reasons that may exist behind these findings.
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5.1 Answer to the first research question: What CSR campaigns are published by

football clubs on Twitter?

The results section shows that football clubs in Europe communicate all sorts of topics. Of
course, differences between clubs and countries exist, but most of the topics that content analysis
generates are found in the teams' communication on Twitter. This also applies to the topics that
"Action 3" of the Kazan Action Plan offers to organisations. The problem with their five policy areas
is that almost half of the communication between the football teams remains non-coded (46.6%),
i.e. the exact topic cannot be found. It is due to the fact that there are only five areas, and the
communication of football teams in the field of corporate social responsibility is multi-layered and
cannot be limited to such an extent. There is no way for topics such as education and health to be

without categories in the current study.

At the same time, two of the five areas of the same plan manage to cover only 3.1% of all
tweets of football clubs in the CSR field. Even more surprising is that this percentage is not general
for both areas but is generated only by tweets on the topic "Strengthening measures against the
manipulation of sports competition" (Policy Area 4). The last, fifth policy area, "Ensuring an
adequate anti-doping policy framework, its implementation and effective compliance measures,"

does not have a single representative in the communication of the clubs on Twitter.

What is written in the last lines is in no way intended to question the good practices that the
action plan recommends to be integrated. By themselves, the results clearly show that clubs do not
pay attention to one of the essential topics in sports - the problems with the manipulation of
sporting events and the use of doping. In 2020, WADA reported in its annual report that out of
149,758 samples analysed in all sports, 0.82% were positive due to the content of prohibited
substances ("Anti-doping testing figures report," 2021, p. 6). In the same report, it is clear that the

samples in football are the most of all others - a total of 22006 in 2020, but the positive ones are
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only 66 or 0.3%, which is more than twice less than the average percentage for all sports. These

data, to some extent, explain the lack of communication in this area by football clubs (p. 44).

In the case of manipulation in sports, the situation is a little different. Although only 3.1% of
tweets are on this topic, they still exist. The topics in this study that cover football manipulation are
related to referees, fair play, and direct cases of manipulation of football matches. Almost all of the
posts on this topic are related to refereeing (2.7%). For those unfamiliar with football events in Italy,
it may come as a surprise, but almost all of the topic posts come from Italian clubs (88.7%). For
others, this is not surprising, as the Italian football championship was called "calciopoli" because of
the scandals in the 2005-06 season, when five teams were sanctioned, including two of the teams
analysed in this study - Juventus and Milan. Juventus was sent directly to the lower division - Serie B.
Milan was deprived of 15 points or, in football language - 5 victories (Hafez, 2019). While Juventus
have not once allowed themselves to comment on the refereeing, Milan has done so in almost 20%
of their tweets (19.8%). However, in the first place is the team of Atalanta with 29% tweets on this

topic.

Topics affecting discrimination and inequality in all their forms, as well as hate speech and
abuse, were coded under the words racism, homophobia, discrimination, equality and abuse. All of
them together accounted for 16.6% of the communication of the clubs on Twitter. The most
intriguing finding of the analysis is that although the English teams together are the most dominant
on 4 of 5 topics (all listed without equality, the German clubs are first there), the German Wolfsburg
has the largest share of its communication on these topics. Tweets on racism, homophobia, equality
and other forms of discrimination cover more than half of the team's corporate social responsibility
communication (51.4%). There is no other club that can boast of that. The second is the English

Chelsea with 15% less.

Topics related to safety and health issues account for 25.7% of the CSR communication of

the football clubs. The subtopics that were analysed were different. Under the keyword "safety"
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were coded all tweets related to the security and safety of the athletes, fans, staff and other parties
involved in the football events. When it came to athletes' physical condition, the keyword "injury"
distinguished 11% of the communication. Health problems are relatively rarely communicated in
only 3.5% of the cases. Tweets related to the global covid pandemic were separated by the keyword
"covid" (6.5%). This is the most communicated health topic on the part of the clubs, as the German

clubs are the excellent ones who communicated the case most often (32.3%).

Tweets related to family topics, tragic cases, education, food, water, and other life-saving
supplies were not a big part of the clubs' communication, but they were still present in almost 20%
of the tweets. The percentages of the broader topics of administrative and organisational tweets
(19.5%) and those related to various types of support, whether humanitarian or charitable (18.1%),
are almost the same. Both topics are vital, as one of them announces actual events around the club,

and the second shows the good practices that help those in need.

Although in the results section, it became clear which are the three most communicated

topics in the field of social responsibility in the following lines, they will be commented on in detail.

Tweets related to society and its development pass over the 20 per cent barrier. The reason
for this is the fact that all related to public issues posts are coded with the keyword "society". In this
line of thought, socially significant topics such as racism, gender equality, homophobia, and other
forms of discrimination find a place here again. Communication on forms of violence, abuse and
hate speech, as well as campaigns on climate change, the migrant crisis and global hunger, are also
coded here. Cases of good practice that solve problems at the local level, such as new educational or

health programs, have been added.

It should be noted that most posts on the topic have been published by the English teams
that are most active in social responsibility. The four English representatives are responsible for
almost 60% of all posts on the subject. The total number of posts on the topic is 425, or 21.7% of all

1961 posts. The whole idea of this common theme was to be a collective image for all social
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problems. Only in this way can the complete picture of this type of communication be obtained.

Otherwise, there is a risk that some of the tweets will fall into the group of "others".

Surprisingly, the second most communicated topic is connected to respectful and laudatory
tweets. The clubs often celebrate anniversaries of important events for the team and the society,
congratulating holidays, whether national or religious. This type consists of 474 tweets (24.2%).
Another reason for the high percentage of tweets on this topic is that the Italian clubs are
responsible for almost 40% of the respective communication. For a more specific example, the
Italian Milan can be given, which has 114 of 161 tweets on the subject (70%). To some extent, it can
be argued that this type of communication is socially responsible in the sense of the definition of

CSR, but definitely, the topic is a nuance of football perception in this sector.

Communication, which directly affects the fans of the teams, is the most communicated
topic in the field of social responsibility, which the clubs from England, Germany, Italy and Spain

share in their Twitter profiles. In this way, the first hypothesis is confirmed:

H1: The most communicated topics by the clubs are directly related to the fans.

Logically, a large part of the communication is related to the fans, as to some extent, the
profiles of the teams on social networks exist precisely because of them. A total of 752 tweets from

1961 are part of this type of communication.

The interpretation of the results confirms also the following two hypotheses:

H2: Clubs in England and Germany communicate their CSR campaigns much more than

clubs in Italy and Spain.

The English teams are without a doubt the most developed in the field of corporate social
responsibility (35.3%), followed by the German (26.4%), Italian (21.6%) and Spanish (16.7%) clubs.
Only in one case, the Italian or Spanish clubs were in the first place among the countries in the most

numerous posts on a given topic. In addition, the issues that English and German clubs communicate
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focus on topics that address public problems, while the Italian and Spanish teams share more

football-related issues.

In addition to the descriptive statistics that answered the first research question and
confirmed the first two hypotheses, a multi-regression analysis was performed, which rejected the

fourth hypothesis:

H4: Likes, retweets, and comments on Twitter are directly affected by posts that are

relevant to fans.

Although fan-related communication is most common in football clubs' tweets, it turns out
that it does not affect the popularity of tweets. Although the hypothesis was rejected, this allowed
new information about the popularity of tweets to be discovered. Only the mention of tragic events
or death directly affects the number of likes, retweets and replies. Socially significant tweets reduce
the number of comments below the tweets, but not the likes and shares. All results can be

considered in the multiple regression section in the results part.

5.2 Answer to the second research question: What percentage of the clubs' CSR

communication relates to the different corporate social responsibility topics?

From the results part, it became clear which clubs have published most of their
communication on Twitter on various topics in the field of corporate social responsibility. Although
Liverpool (10.3%) has the highest percentage of all tweets, the team that most often came first in
communicating the topics was Manchester City (6 subjects). The latter confirms another hypothesis

of the present study:

H3: Most tweets concerning various CSR topics are messaged by an English club.

No matter from which angle the results are interpreted, they indicate that the English club is

indeed the most developed in the sector of corporate social responsibility.
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However, German clubs should not be underestimated. The Wolfsburg team is impressive,
which is part of the study's design thanks to its outstanding performance on the field last season, but
the same can be said for the team's performance on Twitter. Although far fewer tweets from the
team reached the final sample than tweets from English officials, Wolfsburg has communicated most

of his posts on "discrimination", "racism" and "equality". More than anyone else.

Italian and Spanish clubs have to catch up with their counterparts in England and Germany

to boast of being socially responsible clubs.

5.3 Answer to the third research question: How do the fans react to the campaigns of
the football clubs on Twitter?

After the sentiment analysis has been described and its results presented in the previous
parts of the present paper, the fifth hypothesis can be confirmed, thus answering the last research

question:

H5: Fans have a more positive reaction to the clubs' campaigns than a negative one.

The reaction in the comments below the profiles of the 16 football teams is more positive
than negative. Once again, it should be emphasised that the most common comments were

identified as neutral.

An interesting finding is that the fans themselves most often used the word "fan" as positive
and "club" as a neutral word, which more metaphorically may correspond to the title of the current

work "Don't forget the fans". The fans are here, and they will remind the teams of themselves.

Of course, the unpleasant reactions are not absent, and it should be noted that they are not
drastically less than the positive ones. Among the negative words, the analysis discovers enough

hate speech cases, which clubs must fight.
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Cardinal nuances in the communication of the fans were discovered, and it can be concluded
that their opinion on the campaigns of football teams in the field of corporate social responsibility is

neutral but more positive than negative.

6 Limitations and Future research

Apart from the fact that the English teams are the most active in the field of social
responsibility, all of them have their foundations that help those in need locally and globally (Delves,
2019). The current study was able to find out what part of the communication of these teams is in
the field of CSR and what are the topics they communicate, but further studies can look for answers
to these questions in the Twitter accounts of foundations and charitable organisations of the clubs.
Moreover, the Manchester City team has more than 10 Twitter accounts in different languages
depending on the team's fan base (they have profiles in Japanese, Portuguese, Malaysian, Korean,
Spanish, and others) or refer to different teams formations. There is also a profile that directly refers

to the supporter services of the club ("SupportServices," 2012).

Supporter Services &
@ManCityHelp

IMPORTANT REMINDER FOR FANS ATTENDING THE
CHELSEA (H) MATCH: If you are unable to present a
valid NHS COVID Pass or proof of a negative COVID-19
test when asked to do so, entry to the stadium will be
declined in line with legal requirements, unless you are
exempt.

11:30 AM - Jan 13, 2022 - TweetDeck

Figure 49: A tweet that gives fans information about current covid rules in the team's next game.

Another profile looks at the club's activities that relate to the community. The so-called "City
in the Community" communicates only topics that fall into the "society" category of this work, i.e.

posts that ennoble society and seek solutions to its problems ("City in the Community," 2012).
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City in the Community &
@citctweets

Il | We are launching a Mums+ programme!

We aim to get women over the age of 16 active in
Manchester.

Mums+ will run alongside the City Girls session for 6-16
year olds, so you can bring a child along to get active at
the same time!

CITY MUMS +
EMPOWERMENT FOOTBALL

City Football Academy

Mondays
5:00pm - 6:00pm

For further details please email
niamh.nolan@cityfootball.com or
FREE 'a georgia.dickinson(@cityfootball.com

For All

THIS |
A MCRactive |S'8% |

Figure 50: A tweet, which provides information on a new social program for women.

It will be interesting to compare the CSR topics that this analysis found and their frequency
of publication with the topics and frequency published in the social responsibility profiles of the
teams created for this type of communication. These profiles, of course, are not so popular, so it
should be emphasised that the possible results of their analysis will only be able to supplement the

current findings but not replace them.

The current work's design allowed the opinion of some of the fans of the teams that are
active in social networks to be observed without them consciously participating in a survey. Thus, it
can be assumed that a classic online survey would give other results. It would be interesting to
compare the two types of methods to determine whether and what the differences of opinion of

stakeholders would be.

Some of the teams participated with too few comments in the sentiment analysis. The low
number of comments is because these teams have different profiles depending on the language they

communicate. Probably Germany's Wolfsburg, Italy's Atalanta and Spain's Sevilla would generate
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more fan's reactions if their profiles were analysed in the teams' mother tongue. Following studies
may be multilingual and examine only this type of club profile. It will also be interesting to find out if

the clubs communicate the same CSR campaigns in different languages.

The Mix Methodology allowed solving one of the problems of most studies - the one-sided
study of communication. The present work examined both sides of the coin to conclude that socially
responsible football clubs exist, but many of them do not communicate their campaigns at the

required level.
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9 Appendix

9.1 Abstract

The abstract (summary) of the work in English and German will be presented in the following lines.

9.1.1 English version
The current master's thesis aims to explore the corporate social responsibility campaigns on

Twitter, which football clubs in Europe communicate, and find out what reaction these campaigns
arouse in fans of the teams. The teams' communication in the mentioned social media was available
through Twitter Application Programming Interface (API) v2, allowing over 50 thousand posts to be
downloaded. With the help of current communication recommendations (Action 3 of the Kazan
Action Plan), expert opinion and the creation of a keyword list, socially responsible tweets were
discovered, with a number of just under 2,000 posts. The final sample was analysed by quantitative
content analysis, the results of which were subject to statistical processes (Frequencies, Crosstabs
and Multiple Linear Regression) in the appropriate software SPSS. The fans' opinions were
discovered by analysing their comments under the tweets of the clubs. This time the comments
were downloaded manually, which did not allow access to the entire volume of replies on Twitter
(about 180 thousand). Twitter APl v2 does not allow automation of this process. In the end, all
tweets with more than ten comments were included in the data set. The total number of comments
is 7570. They were analysed by computer-assisted sentiment analysis conducted in Jupyter
Notebook as a suitable Integrated Development Environment (IDE) to work with Python. The
sentiment of the fans comments was calculated with the help of the Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK)
and the open-sourced package within it Valence Aware Dictionary for sEntiment Reasoning (VADER).
The findings of both analyses revealed different socially responsible topics and the interest of clubs
in them, i.e. the percentage distribution of topics. It was the topics that directly affected the fans of
the teams that were most often communicated. In their role as the primary stakeholder in the

teams, the sentiment of the fan opinion was also discovered, and in most cases, it was neutral.
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However, the positive reactions outweighed the negative ones. Four hypotheses were confirmed
after answering the research questions, and one was rejected. It was confirmed that the most
discussed topics are related to the fans of the teams. Also, clubs in England and Germany are much
more active in the socially responsible sphere than those in Italy and Spain. This line of thought
confirmed that an English team was the most active on most of the topics. Also, the predominance
of a positive reaction over a negative one in the fans' comments was confirmed. The only hypothesis
rejected was the popularity of tweets. It turns out that communicating topics related to fans does
not affect the number of likes, retweets and comments in the profiles of clubs. In the process of
answering the research questions and hypotheses, other interesting results were found, which are

carefully described in the present work.

9.1.2 German version

Ziel der aktuellen Masterarbeit ist es, die Corporate Social Responsibility Kampagnen auf
Twitter zu untersuchen, welche die FuRballvereine in Europa kommunizieren, und herauszufinden,
welche Reaktionen diese Kampagnen bei den Fans der Mannschaften hervorrufen. Die
Kommunikation der Teams in den erwdhnten sozialen Medien war Gber die Twitter Application
Programming Interface (API) v2 verfligbar, wodurch iber 50.000 Posts heruntergeladen werden
konnten. Mithilfe aktueller Kommunikationsempfehlungen (Action 3 des Kazan Action Plan),
Expertenmeinung und der Erstellung einer Keyword-Liste wurden sozial verantwortliche Tweets mit
einer Anzahl von knapp 2.000 Posts entdeckt. Die endgiiltige Stichprobe wurde durch eine
guantitative Inhaltsanalyse ausgewertet, deren Ergebnisse statistischen Verfahren (Haufigkeiten,
Kreuztabellen und multiple lineare Regression) in der entsprechenden Software SPSS unterzogen
wurden. Die Meinungen der Fans wurden entdeckt, indem ihre Kommentare unter den Tweets der
Vereine analysiert wurden. Diesmal wurden die Replies manuell heruntergeladen, was keinen Zugriff
auf die gesamte Menge der Kommentaren auf Twitter (etwa 180.000) ermdglichte. Twitter API v2

erlaubt keine Automatisierung dieses Prozesses. Am Ende wurden alle Tweets mit mehr als zehn
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Kommentaren in den Datensatz aufgenommen. Die Gesamtzahl der Kommentare betragt 7570. Sie
wurden durch eine computergestiitzte Sentiment Analyse analysiert, die in Jupyter Notebook als
geeignete integrierte Entwicklungsumgebung (IDE) fiir die Arbeit mit Python durchgefiihrt wurde.
Die Stimmung der Fankommentare wurde mithilfe des Natural Language Toolkit (NLTK) und des
darin enthaltenen Open-Source-Pakets Valence Aware Dictionary for sEntiment Reasoning (VADER)
ermittelt. Die Ergebnisse beider Analysen zeigten die unterschiedliche sozialverantwortliche Themen
und das Interesse der Vereine daran, also die prozentuale Verteilung der Themen. Am haufigsten
wurden die Themen kommuniziert, welche die Fans der Mannschaften direkt betrafen. In ihrer Rolle
als primarer Stakeholder in den Teams wurde auch die Stimmung der Fanmeinung entdeckt und war
in den meisten Fallen neutral. Die positiven Reaktionen Gberwogen jedoch die negativen. Vier
Hypothesen wurden nach Beantwortung der Forschungsfragen bestétigt, eine verworfen. Es wurde
bestatigt, dass die am meisten diskutierten Themen die Fans der Teams betreffen. Auch Clubs in
England und Deutschland sind im sozial verantwortlichen Bereich viel aktiver als die in Italien und
Spanien. Dieser Gedankengang bestatigte, dass ein englisches Team bei den meisten Themen am
aktivsten war. Auch das Uberwiegen einer positiven gegeniiber einer negativen Reaktion in den
Kommentaren der Fans wurde bestétigt. Die einzige verworfene Hypothese war die Popularitadt von
Tweets. Es zeigt sich, dass die Kommunikation von Fanthemen keinen Einfluss auf die Anzahl der
Likes, Retweets und Kommentare in den Profilen der Vereine hat. Bei der Beantwortung der
Forschungsfragen und Hypothesen wurden weitere interessante Ergebnisse gefunden, die in der

vorliegenden Arbeit sorgféltig beschrieben werden.
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9.2 Codebook (full version)

Introduction:

The unit of analysis is the tweets of the different football clubs, which may contain text, a photo or
multimedia but are essentially in text format. If the information provided is not directly related to
Corporate Social Responsibility, then this information becomes irrelevant to the present work.

Tweets that are not relevant should not be encoded.

I. Formal categories:

(the formal categories and their codes vary with each analysis unit)

1. Identity of the encoder (CODEID):

Coding rule: The two-digit codes assigned to each encoder are entered here.

Example: The encoder is Alex Marney = AM

2. Tweet identification number (TWEETID):

The tweet identification number (ID) information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

3. Tweet release date (DATE):

Coding rule: The publication date must be entered for each tweet that is used for coding, according
to the following matrix yyyy-MM-dd'T'HH:mm:ss.SSSSSSS'Z'
Example: 2021-08-28T20:08:45.000Z

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

4. Name of the football club’s country (COUNTRY):

Coding rule: The name of the football club’s country will be coded as a number.

Example: England — 1; Germany — 2; Italy — 3; Spain — 4;
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5. Name of the football club (CLUB):

Coding rule: The name of the football club will be coded as a number:
Example: Manchester City — 1; Manchester United — 2; Liverpool — 3; Chelsea — 4; Bayern Munich —
5; Borussia Dortmund — 6; RB Leipzig — 7; Wolfsburg — 8; Inter — 9; Milan — 10; Juventus — 11;

Atalanta — 12; Atletico Madrid — 13; Real Madrid — 14; Barcelona — 15; Sevilla — 16;

6. Number of followers on Twitter (FOLLOWERS):

Coding rule: The followers’ count of each particular football club on Twitter will be coded.

This information is available on the Twitter profiles of the various clubs.

7. Number of following on Twitter (FOLLOWING):

Coding rule: The following’ count of each particular football club on Twitter will be coded.

This information is available on the Twitter profiles of the various clubs.

8. Likes counter (LIKES):

Coding rule: The number of likes must be recorded.

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

9. Replies counter (REPLIES):

Coding rule: The number of replies must be recorded.

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

10. Retweets counter (RETWEETS):

Coding rule: The number of retweets must be recorded.

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

11. Retweets counter (QUOTES):

Coding rule: The number of quote retweets must be recorded.

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.
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Il. Content categories:

1. Text of the tweet (TEXT):

Coding rule: The text of the original tweet must be recorded.

This information is directly taken from the Twitter data set.

2. Topic of the tweet according to the Kazan Action Plan (KAPTOPIC):

The topic of the tweet, based on the Guidelines on Integrity in Sport - Kazan Action Plan (KAP).

Five areas have been identified to provide some guidelines to public authorities for the development
of policies in these domains:

=>» Preserving the rights, safety and security of athletes, spectators, workers and other groups
involved (code as 1):

Coding rule: Number 1 will code the tweets that communicate the health (mental and physical)
condition of athletes, fans, staff and other parties involved. The rights and security of the above will

also be coded in this topic.

Example: “An emotional surprise came when Julen was shown a message from his father, who he has

not been able to visit much due to COVID-19 restrictions. https://t.co/6t8pHXL2Gf”

=>» Preventing and addressing harassment and abuse in sport (coded as 2):
Coding rule: Number 2 will code all tweets that address societal issues such as discrimination,
homophobia, racism, gender inequality, hate speech, abuses etc.

Example: "City will show its support for #ManchesterPride, which takes place across the city this

weekend, at Saturday’s fixture against Arsenal @ & #ManCity | https://t.co/axaOkID5re"

=>» Fostering good governance of sport organisations (coded as 3):
Coding rule: This topic includes administrative and organisational issues. This part of the clubs'
communication is to increase the trust in the organisations themselves. It should be borne in mind

that there may be cases where the tweets from topic 3 are similar to those from topic 1. In such
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cases, the coder assesses which is the dominant topic.
Example: "President Andrea Agnelli, Vice President Pavel Nedved, Maurizio Arrivabene, appointed to

manage the Football Area, and Football Director Federico Cherubini spoke to the media in order to

introduce the new organisation of the Sports Area. Here’s what was said EY"

=>» Strengthening measures against the manipulation of sports competition (coded as 4):
Coding rule: Number 4 encodes all tweets that are related to the manipulation of sporting events.
Tweets on refereeing and fair play are also included.

Example: " *That's not fair play. If you don't give the penalty — | don't understand that. ” —

@RonaldKoeman on #EICldsico https.//t.co/2IXmOFaOZT"

=>» Ensuring an adequate anti-doping policy framework, its implementation and effective
compliance measures (coded as 5):

Coding rule: Communication regarding the use of prohibited substances (better known as doping)
will be coded with number 5. Tweets related to drugs and their use will also be coded here.
Example: "Idanys is the epitome of a team player and inspires other young leaders to achieve their
collective goals in Barranquilla with @FCCColombia. Idanys uses football to provide hope and
develop a sense of belonging in young people, encouraging them away from drugs and crime! @@

https://t.co/uUlszgiKwU”

=>» OTHER (coded as 9):

Coding rule: The topic to which the tweet in question corresponds must be coded with a number
Example: "Episode @Vailable. How does an American fall in love with #SevillaFC in 1983, and

how does he follow them without the internet? This one isn't to be missed! us #WeareSevilla"

3. Content of the tweet:

Coding rule: Based on the keyword list with which CSR communication was extracted, the tweets are

coded with 0 and 1 depending on the specific topic. Each tweet can cover more than one topic. The
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words that were used in the keyword list are the following: COVID; corona(virus); recover(y);
diagnos(ed/ys); tragedy; tragic; deeply; death; dead; sad(dly/nned); sorry; difficult time; pandemic;
respect; injur(y/ed); tribute; safe(ly); (be) love (d ones); health; operation; life; pray; support; rights;
refug(ee); racist; racism; homophob(ia); abuse; hate; discriminat(ion/ory); pride; report; enough;
divers(e); boycott; equality; victim; tickets; organiz(ation); organis(ation); food; water; suppl(ies/y);
educat(ion); project; child(ren); family; society; fan(s); foundation; school; student; donat(ed/ion);

community; refer(ee); decision; manipula(tion/te); fair (play); doping; drug; fair; fair play; anti; crime;

3.1 Tweet about COVID (COVID):
Is there communication in connection with the global coronavirus pandemic?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.2 Tweet about the safety of athletes, fans, staff and other parties involved (SAFETY):

Is there communication that is related to the safety of athletes, fans, workers and other parties
involved in football events?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.3 Tweet about the physical condition of athletes (INJURY)

Is there communication that is related to the physical condition and injuries of athletes?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.4 Tweet about supportive action (SUPPORT):

Is there communication that is related to the support activities of the teams, whether informative,
emotional or humanitarian?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.5 Tweet about the health condition of athletes and other parties involved (HEALTH):

Is there communication that is related to the health condition of athletes, fans, workers and other

parties involved in football events?
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Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.6 Tweet about a tragic event (DEAD/TRAGEDY):

Is there communication that is related to a death or other tragic news?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.7 Tweet about acts of respect (RESPECT):

Is there communication that expresses deep admiration for someone or something?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.8 Tweet about racism (RACISM):

Is there communication that deals with the problem of racism?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.9 Tweet about homophobia (HOMOPHOBIA):

Is there communication that deals with the problem of homophobia?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.10 Tweet about discrimination (DISCRIMINATION):

Is there communication that deals with any kind of discrimination?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.11 Tweet about gender equality (EQUALITY):

Is there communication that deals with the problem of gender inequality?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.12 Tweet about hate and abuse acts (ABUSE):

Is there communication that deals with of hate speech and other acts of abuse?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.13 Tweet about an organisational or informational event (ORGANISATION):
Is there communication that deals with administrative or informational issues?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.14 Tweet about life-saving supplies (SUPPLIES):
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Is there communication that deals with the issue of food, water and other life-saving supplies?
Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.15 Tweet about education (EDUCATION):

Is there communication related to education and various educational programs?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.16 Tweet about family (FAMILY):
Is there communication related to family, parents or children?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.17 Tweet about social acts (SOCIETY):

All tweets that communicate socially significant topics are coded here, whether or not they are
coded under other topics.

Is there communication related to society’s well-being and development?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.18 Tweet related to the fan community (FAN COMMUNITY):

This topic includes both interactive tweets with fans and those that give them essential information.

Is there communication that is in direct relationship with the fans?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.19 Tweet about refereeing (REFEREE):
Is there communication related to the refereeing?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.20 Tweet about fair play (FAIR PLAY):
Is there communication related to the presence of fair play?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;
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3.21 Tweet about manipulation of football events (MANIPULATION):
Is there any communication related to the manipulation of football events?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.22 Tweet about the use of prohibited substances (DOPING):
Is there any communication related to the use of prohibited substances?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;

3.23 Other tweet (OTHER):
Is there communication that is not related to any of the previous topics?

Coding rule: 1 = YES; 0 = NO;
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9.3 SPSS Qutputs

9.3.1 Frequencies outputs

Frequencies of the CSR topics for the whole data set (all clubs and countries):

COVID
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
- Valid 0 1834 4345 435 435
1 127 B.A& A.5 100.0
Toatal 1961 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1864 453 45.3 45.3
1 92 47 4.7 100.0
Total 14961 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 17445 a9.0 249.0 249.0
1 216 1.0 11.0 100.0
Total 14961 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1606 g1.4 g1.49 g1.49
1 334 181 181 100.0
Toatal 1961 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1392 Q9F.5 496.5 496.5
1 69 3.8 R 100.0
Total 14961 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 138 a:27 927 927
1 143 T3 ] 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1487 7a.8 a8 a8
1 474 2432 2472 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
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RACISM

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1864 9451 95.1 95.1
1 ar 14 49 100.0
Toatal 1961 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1931 4845 48.5 48.5
1 a0 14 1.5 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1844 44.3 543 543
1 12 av ar 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1920 47.49 474 474
1 41 21 21 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1914 47.6 476 476
1 47 24 24 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1574 20.5 g0.5 g0.5
1 KL 19.5 194 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1924 98.1 581 581
1 ar 1.9 14 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1925 48.2 482 482
1 3A 1.8 18 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
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FAMILY

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1784 91.2 91.2 91.2
1 172 8.8 8.8 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1436 783 78.3 78.3
1 425 2117 21.7 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1204 61.7 61.7 61.7
1 752 383 38.3 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1408 9r.3 973 973
1 53 27 27 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1950 H99.4 49 4 49 4
1 11 B B 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1960 5499 §9.9 §9.9
1 1 A R 100.0
Toatal 1961 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 1961 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 1914 976 976 976
1 47 2.4 2.4 100.0
Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0




Frequencies of the CSR topics for countries, and clubs:

COUTRY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 693 3583 353 353
- 2 518 26.4 26.4 61.8
3 423 216 1.8 83.3
4 a7 16.7 16.7 100.0

Toatal 1961 100.0 100.0

cLuB
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 193 98 98 98
2 182 9.3 5.3 18.1
3 203 104 10.4 205
4 114 549 58 353
5 152 T8 78 431
B 186 2.0 8.0 51.0
7 136 6.9 6.9 58.0
8 74 18 38 61.8
g 101 52 5.2 G6.9
10 161 8.2 8.2 7a.1
1 s 145 35 T8.6
12 93 47 4.7 83.3
13 57 249 28 86.2
14 103 53 53 q91.5
14 74 18 3.8 45.3
16 93 47 4.7 100.0

Tatal 1961 100.0 100.0
COUTRY
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CLUB

Frequencies of the Action 3 of Kazan Action Plan topics:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 378 19.3 19.3 19.3

2 193 98 9.8 291

3 416 21.2 212 50.3

4 61 31 3.1 53.4

9 913 46.6 46.6 100.0

Total 1961 100.0 100.0

KAPTOPIC
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Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profiles of the English clubs:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent | “alid Percent FPercent
Walid 1 90 13.0 13.0 13.0
2 ag 141 141 2741
3 222 320 320 59.2
4 3 4 A 9.6
] 280 40.4 40.4 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent | “alid Percent FPercent
Walid 0 BA5 948 945 948
1 g 548 5.5 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent | “alid Percent FPercent
walid 0 GE1 95.4 95.4 95.4
1 iz 4.6 46 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent | “alid Percent FPercent
walid 0 641 §92.5 925 925
1 52 78 7.8 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “alid Percent Percent
walid 0 513 4.0 74.0 740
1 180 26.0 26.0 100.0
Total Ga3 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent FPercent
Walid 0 [l 938 93.8 938
1 43 6.2 6.2 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Valid Percent FPercent
Walid 0 627 90.5 90.5 90.5
1 66 95 95 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “alid Percent Percent
Walid 0 a33 TE.9 769 TE.9
1 160 231 231 100.0
Total G993 100.0 100.0
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RACISM

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 G40 438 438 438
1 43 6.2 6.2 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 674 g9a.0 48.0 48.0
1 14 2.0 2.0 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 642 426 926 926
1 51 T4 74 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 680 981 98.1 98.1
1 13 1.9 1.8 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 651 5934 4934 4934
1 42 6.1 6.1 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 455 657 G5.7 G5.7
1 238 4.3 34.3 100.0
Tatal 693 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 GE1 954 954 954
1 32 46 4.6 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 440 63.5 63.5 63.5
1 253 365 36.5 100.0
Total 693 100.0 100.0
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EDUCATION

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a BAE2 4954 955 955
1 31 445 4.5 100.0
Total G493 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a G23 299 299 299
1 70 10.1 10.1 100.0
Total G493 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 452 £48.2 65.2 65.2
1 21 348 348 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 692 5499 §9.9 §9.9
1 1 1 1 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 G40 496 49.6 49.6
1 3 4 A 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 692 5499 §9.9 §9.9
1 1 1 1 100.0
Toatal 693 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 693 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a BAE3 L 9a.7 9a.7
1 30 43 4.3 100.0
Total G493 100.0 100.0




Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Manchester City:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 16 8.3 8.3 8.3
2 14 R Ta 16.1
3 a2 425 425 584
4 2 1.0 1.0 59.6
q Ta 40.4 0.4 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 185 45.9 4549 4549
1 a 41 41 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 188 47.4 474 474
1 a 26 ] 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 181 438 438 438
1 12 g.2 6.2 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 122 63.2 632 632
1 1 36.8 36.8 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 175 an.7 0.7 0.7
1 18 5.3 9.3 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 183 948 448 448
1 10 5.2 52 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
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RESPECT

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 147 TE.2 TE2 TE2
1 46 238 238 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 185 45.9 4549 4549
1 a 41 41 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOEIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 187 96.9 46.9 46.9
1 A KN 31 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1490 48.4 484 484
1 3 1.6 16 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1490 48.4 484 484
1 3 1.6 16 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 1490 48.4 484 484
1 3 1.6 16 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 108 A6.0 a6.0 a6.0
1 a5 44.0 44.0 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 176 a1.2 91.2 91.2
1 17 8.8 8.8 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
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EDUCATION

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 164 are ar.6 ar.6
1 24 12.4 124 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 171 88.6 ga6 ga6
1 22 11.4 1.4 100.0
Tatal 193 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPerzent | Valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1049 a6.5 af.5 af.5
1 g4 4345 4345 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a N Ar.Q B7.9 B7.9
1 62 3241 321 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1493 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 191 59.0 §9.0 §9.0
1 2 1.0 1.0 100.0
Toatal 193 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 192 495 49.5 49.5
1 1 A 5 100.0
Toatal 193 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 193 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Ferzent | Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 187 §6.9 96.9 §6.9
1 ] 31 31 100.0
Total 1493 100.0 100.0
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Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Manchester United:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 1 24 13.2 13.2 13.2
2 36 198 19.8 330
3 44 242 242 a7.1
g 78 4249 4249 100.0
Total 132 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 174 456 95.6 95.6
1 a 14 4.4 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 175 46,2 96.2 96.2
1 T 38 38 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 165 50.7 90.7 90.7
1 17 9.3 9.3 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 144 g1.4 g1.49 g1.49
1 33 181 181 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 17 940 94.0 94.0
1 11 6.0 6.0 100.0
Total 132 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency Percent valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 165 50.7 90.7 90.7
1 17 9.3 9.3 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 144 g1.4 g1.49 g1.49
1 33 181 181 100.0
Toatal 182 100.0 100.0
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RACISM

Cumulative
Freguency Fercent | Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 162 g9.0 g9.0 g9.0
1 20 11.0 11.0 100.0
Total 132 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 132 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 160 ar.a ar.a ar.a
1 22 121 121 100.0
Total 132 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 180 48.9 484 484
1 2 1.1 11 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 171 44.0 g4.0 g4.0
1 11 g.0 6.0 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 140 76.49 764 764
1 43 231 231 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 180 48.9 484 484
1 2 1.1 11 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 178 48.4 484 484
1 3 1.6 16 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 168 529 54249 54249
1 13 Al T 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
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SOCIETY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 122 67.0 gv.0 gv.0
1 &0 330 330 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 13 720 720 720
1 51 28.0 280 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 182 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR. PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 182 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 182 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 182 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 148 ar.4 874 874
1 23 126 126 100.0
Tatal 182 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Liverpool:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 34 16.7 16.7 16.7
2 32 168 15.8 3245
3 g1 300 30.0 G2.6
g 7h ar4 ar4 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0




COvID

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 194 956 45.6 45.6
1 ] 4.4 4.4 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 190 936 4368 4368
1 13 6.4 6.4 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 184 406 90.6 90.6
1 14 9.4 9.4 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 163 g0.3 20.3 20.3
1 40 197 19.7 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 196 46.6 966 966
1 7 3.4 34 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 172 a4.7 847 847
1 21 15.3 18.3 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 145 7.4 714 714
1 58 28.6 286 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 196 46.6 966 966
1 7 3.4 34 100.0
Tatal 203 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1496 496.6 96 6 96 6
1 7 34 3.4 100.0
Total 203 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 188 426 426 426
1 14 T4 74 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 194 ga.0 48.0 48.0
1 4 20 2.0 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 184 406 90.6 90.6
1 14 9.4 9.4 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 134 684 68.5 68.5
1 A4 Na Na 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 180 436 93.6 93.6
1 13 6.4 A.4 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 200 4845 48.5 48.5
1 3 14 1.5 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 181 g9.2 89.2 89.2
1 22 108 10.8 100.0
Toatal 203 100.0 100.0
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SOCIETY

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a N Ad.4 G4.5 G4.5
1 72 3848 5.5 100.0
Total 203 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 126 A2.1 G2 G2
1 Fid ra arsg 100.0
Total 203 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 203 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 203 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 203 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 203 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 203 100.0 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Chelsea:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 16 14.0 14.0 14.0
2 14 123 123 26.3
3 35 30.7 07 57.0
4 1 e 4 574
q 43 421 421 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0




cCoviD

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} m 236 8.6 8.6
1 13 11.4 1.4 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 107 939 434 434
1 7 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 110 96.5 96.5 96.5
1 4 KR 34 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 79 69.3 £9.3 £9.3
1 34 30y anr 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 107 434 939 939
1 7 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 106 4930 93.0 93.0
1 g 7.0 7.0 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 g2 g0.7 20.7 20.7
1 22 193 19.3 100.0
Toatal 114 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 107 534 534 534
1 T B.1 g.1 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 113 591 98.1 98.1
1 1 ] H 100.0
Toatal 114 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 104 §1.2 91.2 91.2
1 10 a8 2.8 100.0
Toatal 114 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 110 96.5 96.5 96.5
1 4 KR 34 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 105 421 §21 §21
1 q Rt Ta 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 59.6 59.6 59.6
1 47 40.4 0.4 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 114 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 113 9491 4991 4991
1 1 e 4 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} m 236 8.6 8.6
1 13 11.4 1.4 100.0
Total 114 100.0 100.0
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SOCIETY

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Walid 0 78 684 68.4 68.4
1 36 36 1.6 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 63 553 453 453
1 51 447 447 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 113 991 99,1 99,1
1 1 4 e 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 113 991 99,1 99,1
1 1 4 e 100.0
Tatal 114 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 114 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 114 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 113 591 98.1 98.1
1 1 A 4 100.0
Toatal 114 100.0 100.0

Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profiles of the German clubs:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent

Walid 1 149 28.8 288 288

2 g4 12.4 124 41

3 A2 12.0 120 31

4 1 2 2 533

g 242 46.7 46.7 100.0

Total a18 100.0 100.0
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COVID

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 477 921 921 921
1 41 7.4 7.9 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 487 g94.0 q94.0 q94.0
1 31 6.0 6.0 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 416 80.3 80.3 80.3
1 102 19.7 19.7 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 440 844 a4.4 a4.4
1 78 1481 18.1 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 505 475 gr.a gr.a
1 13 2.8 24 100.0
Tatal 518 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 491 q94.8 948 948
1 27 5.2 52 100.0
Tatal 518 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 428 a28 g28 g28
1 a9 17.2 17.2 100.0
Tatal 518 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 483 432 432 432
1 a5 6.8 6.8 100.0
Tatal 518 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
walid 1} ans ar.5 4r.a 4r.a
1 13 2.8 24 100.0
Total a18 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} L] 925 4248 4248
1 34 A Th 100.0
Tatal 518 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 403 871 97.1 97.1
1 14 24 29 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a14 §9.2 §9.2 §9.2
1 4 8 =] 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 473 §1.3 91.3 91.3
1 45 ar a.r 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 513 59.0 §9.0 §9.0
1 a 1.0 1.0 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a17 498 49.8 49.8
1 1 2 2 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 457 g8.2 88.2 88.2
1 A1 1.8 11.8 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
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Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 422 814 1.5 1.5
1 95 184 18.5 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 308 595 59.5 59.5
1 210 405 40.5 100.0
Tatal 18 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 18 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 516 496 49.6 49.6
1 2 4 4 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 518 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 18 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a14 §9.2 §9.2 §9.2
1 4 A 8 100.0
Toatal 518 100.0 100.0

Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Bayern Munich:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent

Walid 1 45 296 29.6 29.6

2 22 144 145 441

3 22 14.58 14.5 58.6

g 63 41.4 41.4 100.0

Total 1452 100.0 100.0
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COvID

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 132 a6.8 a86.8 a86.8
1 20 13.2 13.2 100.0
Total 1452 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 135 ga.8 88.8 88.8
1 17 11.2 11.2 100.0
Toatal 152 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 13 86.2 86.2 86.2
1 M 138 138 100.0
Toatal 152 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Walid a 124 1.6 1.6 1.6
1 28 18.4 18.4 100.0
Total 1452 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 140 98.7 487 487
1 2 1.3 13 100.0
Tatal 142 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 137 0.1 401 401
1 15 5.5 9.9 100.0
Total 142 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 124 249 249 249
1 23 18.1 1481 100.0
Total 142 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 138 a1.4 491.4 491.4
1 13 8.6 2.6 100.0
Total 142 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 149 53.0 88.0 88.0
1 3 2.0 20 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 144 94.7 8947 8947
1 a a3 a3 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 148 97.4 §7.4 §7.4
1 4 26 ] 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 141 §99.3 §9.3 §9.3
1 1 T T 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 131 86.2 B6.2 B6.2
1 M 138 138 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 149 53.0 88.0 88.0
1 3 2.0 20 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 141 §99.3 §9.3 §9.3
1 1 T T 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 132 86.8 B6.8 B6.8
1 20 132 132 100.0
Total 1462 100.0 100.0
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Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 113 743 74.3 74.3
1 34 287 287 100.0
Toatal 152 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 93 61.2 61.2 61.2
1 a4 KLER: 338 100.0
Toatal 152 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 152 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1452 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 152 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1452 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 141 §49.3 §9.3 §9.3
1 1 T T 100.0
Toatal 152 100.0 100.0

Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Borussia Dortmund:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent

Valid 1 24 154 15.4 15.4
2 12 7T 7.7 231
3 14 9.0 90 321
4 1 B B 27
] 105 67.3 67.3 100.0

Total 156 100.0 100.0
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Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 142 974 9r.4 9r.4
1 4 2.6 26 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 144 48.7 987 987
1 2 1.3 1.3 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 138 88.5 884 884
1 18 11.5 1.4 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 134 a5.4 854 854
1 22 14.1 141 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 153 981 98.1 98.1
1 3 1.9 1.8 100.0
Tatal 156 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | ¥alid Percent Percent
Valid 0 185 494 49.4 49.4
1 1 B B 100.0
Toatal 186 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 128 821 821 821
1 28 174 17.49 100.0
Toatal 186 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 150 95.2 4g6.2 4g6.2
1 ] 18 3.8 100.0
Tatal 156 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 154 487 98.7 98.7
1 2 13 1.3 100.0
Toatal 186 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 145 54249 529 529
1 " T Al 100.0
Toatal 186 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 144 98.7 487 487
1 2 1.3 13 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 145 49.4 494 494
1 1 B B 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 148 45.5 454 454
1 7 45 145 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 144 98.7 487 487
1 2 1.3 13 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 146 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 127 a1.4 a1.4 a1.4
1 29 18.6 186 100.0
Total 145 100.0 100.0




SOCIETY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 142 41.0 g1.0 g1.0
1 14 9.0 a0 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 &0 8.4 3848 3848
1 aF B1.5 A1.4 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 146 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 145 994 494 494
1 1 B B 100.0
Total 145 100.0 100.0
MAHIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 145 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 146 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 145 49.4 494 494
1 1 B B 100.0
Tatal 146 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of RB Leipzig:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1 ar 4149 41.9 41.9
2 4 249 28 444
3 23 16.9 16.9 G1.8
q a2 LR 332 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
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COvID

Cumulative
Frequency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} 124 a9.r 297 297
1 14 103 10.3 100.0
Total 136 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} 127 434 934 934
1 g 6.6 6.6 100.0
Total 136 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 93 684 68.4 68.4
1 43 N6 MNE 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 114 g38 g3.8 g3.8
1 22 16.2 16.2 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 124 949 949 949
1 7 a1 a1 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 130 95.6 456 456
1 A 4.4 14 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid I} 115 846 234 6 234 6
1 21 15.4 164 100.0
Total 136 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1N Qg3 496.3 496.3
1 g 37 i 100.0
Total 136 100.0 100.0
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Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 134 48.5 4845 4845
1 2 1.5 14 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 130 95.6 456 456
1 A 4.4 14 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 134 48.5 4845 4845
1 2 1.5 14 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 134 48.5 4845 4845
1 2 1.5 14 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 122 89.7 ga.7 ga.7
1 14 10.3 103 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 127 434 434 434
1 q A.6 i8] 100.0
Tatal 136 100.0 100.0




SOCIETY

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 116 ga.3 85.3 85.3
1 20 147 147 100.0
Toatal 136 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 91 66.9 G6.9 G6.9
1 45 331 331 100.0
Toatal 136 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 136 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 135 §49.3 §9.3 §9.3
1 1 T T 100.0
Total 136 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Wolfsburg:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1 23 KN A A
2 26 3481 5.1 G6.2
3 3 41 41 T0.3
q 22 297 297 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0




cCoviD

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1 959 959 959
1 3 4.1 41 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1 959 959 959
1 3 4.1 41 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 54 730 730 730
1 20 270 2ra 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 91.9 1.4 1.4
1 A 2.1 a1 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 73 48.6 486 486
1 1 1.4 14 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} G4 Q3.2 432 432
1 g 6.8 6.8 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Fercent Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a7 7.0 7ra 7ra
1 17 230 230 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 63 a5.1 841 841
1 11 149 1449 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
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HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 91.9 919 919
1 B 8.1 2.1 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 &0 a1.1 g1.1 g1.1
1 14 18.9 184 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} BT 0.5 404 404
1 7 5.5 9.4 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} T4 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 71 45.9 4549 4549
1 3 41 41 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} T4 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 71 45.9 4549 4549
1 3 41 41 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 51 68.9 6849 6849
1 23 A KN 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
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FAN COMMUNITY

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 64 B6.5 86.5 86.5
1 10 134 135 100.0
Toatal 74 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 73 4986 93.6 93.6
1 1 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a T4 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 73 4986 93.6 93.6
1 1 1.4 1.4 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0

Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profiles of the Italian clubs:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 34 92 9.2 9.2
2 26 6.1 6.1 15.4
3 g7 158 15.8 .2
4 50 1.8 11.8 43.0
g 24 57.0 57.0 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 396 936 4368 4368
1 27 6.4 6.4 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
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SAFETY

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 418 988 48.8 48.8
1 5 1.2 1.2 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 412 9r.4 974 974
1 11 26 2.6 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 384 g92.0 920 920
1 34 2.0 8.0 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 414 591 98.1 98.1
1 4 A 4 100.0
Toatal 423 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 40 948 q94.8 q94.8
1 22 52 5.2 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 237 56.0 46.0 46.0
1 186 44.0 44.0 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid 0 406 86.0 96.0 96.0
1 17 40 4.0 100.0
Toatal 423 100.0 100.0




HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 432 4498 99.8 99.8
1 1 2 2 100.0
Total 423 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 405 4a.7 95.7 95.7
1 18 13 43 100.0
Toatal 423 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 414 47.49 474 474
1 q 21 21 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 423 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a8 346 246 246
1 65 15.4 164 100.0
Total 423 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 423 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 418 98.1 591 591
1 4 H ] 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 403 45.3 453 453
1 20 a7 17 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0




SOCIETY

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 391 g924 424 424
1 32 7.6 7.6 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 291 688 68.8 68.8
1 132 1.z .2 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 are 884 a8.4 a8.4
1 47 1.1 11.1 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 420 993 99.3 99.3
1 3 7 7 100.0
Tatal 423 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 423 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 423 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 417 486 48.6 48.6
1 G 1.4 1.4 100.0
Toatal 423 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Inter:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 1 10 9.9 5.5 5.5
2 5 a0 50 144
3 10 9.9 5.5 248
4 21 208 20.8 455
g 54 545 4.5 100.0
Toatal 101 100.0 100.0

126



COvID

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 95 950 95.0 95.0
1 5 5.0 5.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 95 950 95.0 95.0
1 5 5.0 5.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 84 832 832 832
1 17 16.8 16.8 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 100 §9.0 49.0 §9.0
1 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 48 qr.0 av.0 qr.0
1 3 3.0 3.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a0 7a.2 79.2 7a.2
1 21 20.8 20.8 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 g7 96.0 46.0 96.0
1 4 4.0 4.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0




HOMOPHOBIA

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 g7 96.0 86.0 86.0
1 4 4.0 40 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 100 499.0 g9a.0 g9a.0
1 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 48 qr.0 gr.0 gr.0
1 3 3.0 3.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a0 7a.2 742 742
1 21 20.8 208 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 qy 496.0 96.0 96.0
1 4 4.0 4.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 g7 96.0 86.0 86.0
1 4 4.0 40 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0




EQUALITY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 100 499.0 g9a.0 g9a.0
1 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 42 91.1 511 511
1 g 8.8 a8 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 449 48.0 g9a.0 g9a.0
1 2 2.0 2.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 92 91.1 911 911
1 g 8.8 2.9 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 95 950 95.0 95.0
1 5 5.0 5.0 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 44 47 5 475 475
1 53 524 525 100.0
Tatal 101 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 81 80.2 80.2 80.2
1 20 19.8 19.8 100.0
Total 101 100.0 100.0

129



FAIR PLAY

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 1M 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 101 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a ELE] 498.0 93.0 93.0
1 2 2.0 2.0 100.0
Total 1M 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Milan:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Percent
Valid 1 B 37 37 37
2 q a.6 a.6 9.3
3 25 15.5 15.5 248
] 121 7a.2 7a.2 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 160 49.4 49.4 49.4
1 1 B B 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
walid 1} 144 93.8 93.8 93.8
1 2 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent Percent
walid 1} 145 5.9 5.9 5.9
1 g 31 31 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
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SUPPORT

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 1463 95.0 85.0 85.0
1 a a.0 a0 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 1465 96.3 896.3 896.3
1 A KN ar 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 47 29.2 29.2 29.2
1 114 0.8 rna 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 1466 96.9 896.9 896.9
1 a KN 31 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 160 599.4 §9.4 §9.4
1 1 B B 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 164 95.7 8957 8957
1 7 43 13 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Walid 0 1468 931 831 831
1 3 1.9 14 100.0
Total 161 100.0 100.0




ABUSE

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGAMISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 137 a5.1 841 841
1 24 144 144 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 160 49 4 H99.4 H99.4
1 1 B B 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 145 46.3 96.3 96.3
1 B 37 i 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 147 91.3 91.3 91.3
1 14 8.7 ar 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 123 TE4 TE.4 TE.4
1 38 236 236 100.0
Tatal 161 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
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MANIPULATION

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 161 100.0 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Juventus:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 14 2r4 274 274
2 ] 13.2 13.2 41.2
3 23 338 338 5.0
g 17 250 250 100.0
Toatal a5 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 44 721 721 721
1 14 274 274 100.0
Tatal s 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 s 100.0 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a5 100.0 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 64 941 941 941
1 4 549 5.8 100.0
Tatal s 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 g7 9845 48.5 48.5
1 1 1.4 1.5 100.0
Tatal s 100.0 100.0
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DEADTRAGEDY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 65 95.6 456 456
1 3 4.4 14 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 52 TE.5 764 764
1 16 2345 234 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 63 426 426 426
1 a 74 T4 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOEIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 926 4926 4926
1 g 7.4 7.4 100.0
Total 63 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 926 4926 4926
1 g 7.4 7.4 100.0
Total 63 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 43 3.2 F3.2 F3.2
1 25 36.8 36.8 100.0
Total 63 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 100.0 100.0 100.0
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EDUCATION

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 100.0 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 926 4926 4926
1 g 7.4 7.4 100.0
Total 63 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 49 721 721 721
1 14 2T 2ra 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR. PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 67 48.5 4845 4845
1 1 1.5 14 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 63 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 G4 94.1 g4.1 g4.1
1 4 4.9 a4 100.0
Tatal 68 100.0 100.0




Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Atalanta:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 1 4 43 4.3 4.3
2 3 32 3.2 7.8
3 ] 97 97 17.2
4 24 3.2 .2 484
g 4% 516 51.6 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 91 gr8 478 478
1 2 22 2.2 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 90 96.8 46.8 46.8
1 3 32 3.2 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 g2 4984 4849 4849
1 1 1.1 1.1 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 84 946 q4.6 q4.6
1 5 5.4 5.4 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 91 gr8 478 478
1 2 22 2.2 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 83 84.2 89.2 89.2
1 10 108 10.8 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0




RESPECT

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 58 624 62.4 62.4
1 34 KR T 6B 100.0
Toatal 93 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 50 46.8 96.8 96.8
1 3 32 3.2 100.0
Total 493 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 493 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 91 gr.8 47.8 47.8
1 2 22 232 100.0
Toatal 93 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a3 100.0 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} aa 925 4248 4248
1 7 A Th 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a2 93.9 989 989
1 1 1.1 1.1 100.0
Total a3 100.0 100.0
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FAMILY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a8 q4.6 946 946
1 g 5.4 5.4 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 84 914 q91.4 q91.4
1 g 2.6 8.6 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 71 7B.3 TB.3 TB.3
1 22 237 237 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 a5 .0 1.0 1.0
1 27 29.0 29.0 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 91 gr8 478 478
1 2 22 2.2 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0




Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profiles of the Spanish clubs:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 100 30.6 306 306
2 a 1.5 14 321
3 65 19.9 19.9 52.0
4 7 21 21 541
q 140 459 4549 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 306 93.6 436 436
1 M A.4 6.4 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 303 927 927 927
1 24 T3 ] 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 276 g4.4 g4.4 g4.4
1 a1 156 146 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 264 20.7 g0.7 g0.7
1 63 19.3 193 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a KX qr.2 ar.2 ar.2
1 ] 28 2.8 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
DEADTRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 24949 491.4 a1.4 a1.4
1 28 2.6 8.6 100.0
Toatal 27 100.0 100.0
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RESPECT

Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 288 881 a8.1 a8.1
1 34 114 11.9 100.0
Toatal 27 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 325 494 49.4 49.4
1 2 B B 100.0
Toatal 27 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Walid a 324 494 994 994
1 2 B B 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 323 488 93.8 93.8
1 4 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 323 488 93.8 93.8
1 4 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 326 997 a9.7 a9.7
1 1 3 3 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 2493 a4 6 396 396
1 34 10.4 10.4 100.0
Total 3ir 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 27 100.0 100.0 100.0




EDUCATION

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent Walid Percent Percent
Walid 0 a7 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Walid 0 306 936 4368 4368
1 21 6.4 6.4 100.0
Tatal a7 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 283 86.5 865 865
1 44 134 134 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 148 483 483 483
1 168 51.7 51.7 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 322 48.5 9845 9845
1 g 1.5 1.4 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 324 99,1 991 991
1 3 e 4 100.0
Tatal 327 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 327 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 327 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 a0 474 47.49 47.49
1 T 21 21 100.0
Toatal 27 100.0 100.0
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Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Atletico Madrid:

KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 25 434 4349 4349
3 3 53 53 491
] 29 50.9 5049 100.0
Tatal a7 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 46 a0.7 807 807
1 11 19.3 19.3 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 49 a6.0 86.0 86.0
1 = 14.0 14.0 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 48 a4.2 842 842
1 g 15.8 168 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 40 70.2 702 702
1 17 29.8 298 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a6 48.2 982 982
1 1 1.8 1.8 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 53 53.0 g3.0 g3.0
1 4 70 7.0 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a0 ar.v gr.r gr.r
1 7 123 12.3 100.0
Tatal ay 100.0 100.0
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RACISM

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 ay 100.0 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 ay 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 a7 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 a7 100.0 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 ay 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 54 96.5 46.5 46.5
1 2 R 3.8 100.0
Tatal 57 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 57 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 57 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 51 845 89.5 89.5
1 ] 104 10.5 100.0
Tatal 57 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 44 842 a4.2 a4.2
1 ] 168 15.8 100.0
Tatal 57 100.0 100.0
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FAN COMMUNITY

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 29 50.9 5049 5049
1 23 491 491 100.0
Tatal a7 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
* Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 57 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a ar 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 57 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a ar 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 54 96.5 96.5 96.5
1 2 34 KR 100.0
Toatal 57 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Real Madrid:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 1 20 19.4 19.4 19.4
3 13 126 126 320
4 a 44 49 36.9
q A4 A3 3.1 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
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INJURY

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} a3 a0.6 2806 2806
1 20 19.4 19.4 100.0
Total 103 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
walid 1} E11] ar.4 ar4 ar4
1 13 126 12.6 100.0
Total 103 100.0 100.0
HEALTH
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 49 96.1 96.1 96.1
1 4 34 3.9 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 g4 §1.3 91.3 91.3
1 q ar a.r 100.0
Toatal 103 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 gr 844 g4.5 g4.5
1 16 1448 185 100.0
Toatal 103 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
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ORGAHNISATION

Cumulative
Freguency Fercent | Valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 gr 942 q4.2 q4.2
1 ] 58 5.8 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 102 g9a.0 499.0 499.0
1 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 98 951 951 951
1 5 449 4.8 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 36 350 5.0 5.0
1 67 g45.0 645.0 100.0
Tatal 103 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 4g 451 95.1 95.1
1 5 449 48 100.0
Tuatal 103 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
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DOPING

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid a 103 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER.
Cumulative
Freguency Ferzent | Walid Percent Percent
Valid 0 102 59.0 §9.0 §9.0
1 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Toatal 103 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Barcelona:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 30 40.5 405 405
2 a g.8 %] 473
3 7 5.5 9.4 56.8
4 2 27 27 59.5
q 30 405 0.4 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 68 91.9 1.4 1.4
1 A 2.1 a1 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 70 94.6 446 446
1 4 a4 a4 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 a7 7.0 7ra 7ra
1 17 230 230 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 61 824 824 824
1 13 176 176 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0




HEALTH

Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 I 9r.3 973 973
1 2 27 27 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 71 9549 4549 4549
1 3 41 4.1 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 65 gra ar.a ar.a
1 ] 122 122 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 I 9r.3 973 973
1 2 27 27 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 I 9r.3 973 973
1 2 27 27 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMINATION
Cumulative
Freguency FPercent valid Percent Percent
Walid 0 7a 946 q4.6 q4.6
1 4 5.4 5.4 100.0
Toatal 74 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 70 94.6 446 446
1 4 5.4 5.4 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 73 48.6 486 486
1 1 1.4 1.4 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
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ORGAHNISATION

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 63 a5.1 841 841
1 11 149 1449 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
EDUCATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1 959 959 959
1 3 4.1 41 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a1 211 a1 a1
1 14 18.49 184 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 43 AF.8 a6.8 a6.8
1 32 432 432 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} 1 959 959 959
1 3 4.1 41 100.0
Total T4 100.0 100.0
MAHIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0




DOPING

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 74 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 73 48.6 486 486
1 1 1.4 1.4 100.0
Tatal 74 100.0 100.0
Frequencies of the CSR topics in the Twitter profile of Sevilla:
KAPTOPIC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 1 25 26.49 2649 2649
3 42 4532 452 720
] 26 28.0 280 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
COVID
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a9 957 957 957
1 4 4.3 43 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SAFETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a1 ar.1 ar.1 ar.1
1 12 124 124 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
INJURY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 a8 q4.6 946 946
1 g 5.4 5.4 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
SUPPORT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
Valid 0 73 T8.5 784a 784a
1 20 21.4 2145 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0




HEALTH

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 91 47.8 gr.8 gr.8
1 2 232 22 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
DEAD/TRAGEDY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 a1 ar.1 871 871
1 12 129 124 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
RESPECT
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 86 425 4245 4245
1 7 A Th 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
RACISM
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
HOMOPHOBIA
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a3 100.0 100.0 100.0
DISCRIMIMATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
EQUALITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a3 100.0 100.0 100.0
ABUSE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORGANISATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} Ta 239 234 234
1 15 16.1 16.1 100.0
Total 93 100.0 100.0
SUPPLIES
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
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EDUCATION

Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAMILY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} az 3.2 8.2 8.2
1 11 11.8 1.8 100.0
Total a3 100.0 100.0
SOCIETY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} N 228 328 328
1 16 17.2 17.2 100.0
Total a3 100.0 100.0
FAN COMMUNITY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 51 54.8 548 548
1 43 452 452 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0
REFEREE
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
FAIR PLAY
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a3 100.0 100.0 100.0
MANIPULATION
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 93 100.0 100.0 100.0
DOPING
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Walid Percent FPercent
walid 1} a3 100.0 100.0 100.0
OTHER
Cumulative
Frequency Percent | “Walid Percent Fercent
Valid 0 40 96.8 46.8 46.8
1 3 3.2 32 100.0
Tatal 93 100.0 100.0




9.3.2 Cross Tabs outputs

Percentage distribution of CSR topics by clubs:

COVID * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 B 3 B 5 5 7 B g 10 11 (B 13 T4 5 6 Total
COVD 0 Count 185 174 194 102 132 152 122 7 96 160 [ g1 [ 103 &8 59 1834
Swithin CLUE | 85.8% | 056% | 056% | B887% | 868% | O74% | 80.7% | 958% | 050% | 994% | 721% | 07.8% | B807% | 1000% | 919% | 857% | o035%
1 Count ] ] g 13 20 4 14 3 5 1 13 2 1 0 B 4 127
% within CLUB 4.1% 4.4% 44% | 113% | 132% 26% | 103% 41% 5.0% 6% | 27.9% 22% | 19.3% 0% 8.1% 43% 6.5%
Total Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 93 57 103 74 93 1981
% within CLUE | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
SAFETY * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 B 3 [ 5 6 7 g g 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 Total
SAFETY 0 Count 186 175 190 108 135 154 177 ™ 01 159 8 0 [E 103 70 &1 1860
S%within CLUB | 97.4% | 96.2% | 936% | 939% | 888% | 987% | 934% | 959% | 100.0% | 98.8% | 100.0% | 96.8% | 860% | 1000% | 946% | 67.4% | 953%
1 Count 5 7 13 7 17 B ] 3 0 2 0 3 B [ 4 12 9z
% within CLUB 2.6% 3.8% 6.4% BA% | 11.2% 1.3% 6.8% 41% 0% 1.2% 0% 2% | 14.0% 0% 54% | 12.0% 47%
Total Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 EE 57 103 74 a3 1961
% within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
INJURY * CLUB Crosstabulation
cLUB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 g B 10 11 [B 13 14 15 18 Total
INJURY D Count [E] 165 184 11 131 138 93 54 3 156 68 92 [H] 83 57 28 1745
SwithinCLUB | 938% | 80.7% | O06% | 0B5% | 862% | 88.5% | 68.4% | 730% | 850% | O68% | 1000% | 98.0% | 843% | G0E% | 77.0% | O046% | 80.0%
1 Count 12 17 19 4 21 18 43 20 5 5 0 1 9 20 17 5 16
% within GLUB 6.2% 9.3% 9.4% 35% | 138% | 115% | 6% | 27.0% 5.0% 1% 0% 14% | 158% | 10.4% | 23.0% 54% | 11.0%
Total Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 181 68 3 57 103 74 93 1961
S%within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
SUPPORT * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 B 3 4 5 6 7 B £ 10 K 1z T3 14 15 16 Total
SUPPORT 0 Count 122 148 T63 78 124 134 114 8 84 153 64 88 10 50 &1 73 1606
% within CLUB 63.2% 81.9% 80.3% B8.7% 81.6% 85.9% B38% 91.9% 83.2% 95.0% 84.1% 94.6% T0.2% 87 4% B2.4% 78.5% 81.9%
1 Count i 33 40 36 8 22 22 B 17 8 4 5 17 13 13 20 355
Swithin CLUB | 36.8% | 184% | 197% | 313% | 184% | 141% | 16.2% 21% | 16.8% 5.0% 59% 54% | 29.8% | 1268% | 178% | 215% | 184%
Total Count 193 182 203 118 152 156 136 4 101 181 68 93 57 103 T4 93 1981
%within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
HEALTH * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 B 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 K [B [E [ 15 16 Total
HEALTH 0 Count 175 171 196 108 150 153 129 73 100 61 &7 1 56 99 72 1 1892
S%within CLUB | 90.7% | 940% | 966% | 938% | 987% | 981% | 949% | 99.6% | 99.0% | 100.0% | 98.5% | 97.8% | 982% | O61% | 97.3% | 97.8% | 965%
1 Count 18 " 7 7 2 3 7 1 1 0 1 2 1 4 2 2 69
% within CLUE 9.3% 6.0% 3.4% 6.1% 1.3% 1.9% 5.1% 1.4% 1.0% 0% 1.5% 2% 1.8% 39% 27% 2% 35%
Total Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 53 57 103 74 53 1961
% within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
DEAD/TRAGEDY * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 H 3 4 5 5 7 B g 0 1 11 13 14 15 18 Total
DEADMTRAGEDY 0 Count 183 165 172 07 [EQ 155 130 60 98 55 65 83 53 94 ™ 81 1818
% within CLUB 94.8% 80.7% B4T% 93.0% 890.1% 99.4% 95.6% 93.2% 97.0% 96.3% 95.6% 89.2% 93.0% 91.3% 95.9% B71% 927%
1 Count 10 7 3 3 15 1 [ 5 3 6 3 10 ] ] 3 1z 143
% within CLUE 5.2% 93% | 153% 7.0% 8.9% 6% 44% 6.8% 3.0% 7% 44% | 108% 7.0% 8.7% 41% | 120% 7.3%
Total Count 183 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 93 57 103 74 93 1961
% within CLUE | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
RESPECT * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUE
1 B 3 4 5 6 7 g [ 10 11 12 [E 4 15 6 Total
RESPECT 0 Count 147 149 145 92 129 128 115 57 80 47 52 58 50 87 55 86 1487
Swithin CLUB | 76.2% | 818% | 71.4% | 80.0% | 848% | 821% | B846% | 77.0% | 793% | 200% | 7B5% | 6B24% | 87.7% | 845% | B7E% | 025% | 758%
1 Count [ 33 58 23 73 28 21 17 21 114 18 35 7 16 g 7 474
Swithin GLUB | 23.8% | 18.1% | 286% | 200% | 151% | 17.0% | 154% | 230% | 2008% | 70&8% | 235% | 376% | 123% | 155% | 122% 7% | 242%
Total Count 193 182 203 15 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 a3 57 103 74 93 1961
%within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
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RACISM * CLUB Crosstabulation

cLuB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 g El 10 " 12 13 14 15 18 Total

RACISM O Count 185 162 196 17 139 150 131 63 a7 156 63 a0 a7 103 72 93 1864
% within CLUB 95.9% 89.0% 96.6% 93.0% 81.4% 96.2% 96.3% 851% 96.0% 46.9% 92 6% 46.8% 100.0% 100.0% 497.3% 100.0% 95.1%

1 Count g 20 7 g 13 B 4 " 4 g a 3 [t} o Z [t} a7

% within CLUB 41% 11.0% 34% 7.0% 86% 38% 37% 14.9% 4.0% 3% 7.4% 32% 0% 0% 7% 0% 4.9%

Total Count 193 182 203 s 152 1456 136 T4 1m 161 B3 a3 ar 103 74 93 1961
% within CLUB | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0%

HOMOPHOBIA, * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUE
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 2 El 10 " 12 13 14 15 16 Total

HOMOPHOEIA D Count 187 182 198 114 149 154 134 B2 1m 160 ] 93 a7 103 T2 93 193
% within CLUB 46.8% 100.0% 86 6% 40.1% 92.0% 92.7% a8 5% 81.0% 100.0% 99 4% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 87.3% 100.0% 88.5%

1 Count B o 7 1 3 2 2 ] o 1 ] o o ] 2 ] 30

% within CLUB 3% 0% 34% 9% 2.0% 1.3% 1.5% 2.1% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 1.5%

Total Count 183 182 203 15 152 156 136 T4 101 161 63 93 a7 103 T4 a3 1861
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

DISCRIMINATION * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 g B 7 2 El 10 " 12 12 14 15 16 Total

DISCRIMINATION 0 Caunt 180 160 188 104 144 146 130 B0 a7 164 63 a1 a7 103 70 83 1849
% within CLUB 95.4% B7 3% 92 6% 90.4% 94 7% 92 5% 95 6% 81.1% 96.0% 95 7% 92 6% 97 8% 100.0% 100.0% 94 6% 100.0% 94.3%

1 Count 3 12 15 " 8 " ] 14 4 7 5 2 i} i} 4 i} 112

“% within CLUB 1.6% 121% 7.4% 9.6% 5.3% T1% 4.4% 18.9% 4.0% 4.3% T.4% 2.2% 0% 0% 5.4% 0% 57%

Total Count 193 182 203 115 1582 156 136 74 101 161 68 a3 57 103 74 a3 1861
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

EQUALITY * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 & B T a q 10 " 12 13 14 14 16 Total

EQUALITY 0 Count 190 180 199 m 148 154 134 BT 100 158 B3 a3 a7 103 70 93 1920
% within CLUB 48.4% 98.9% 95.0% 96 5% 97 4% 987% 985% a0.5% 99.0% 98.1% 92 6% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 94 6% 100.0% 97.9%

1 Count 3 2 4 4 4 2 2 7 1 3 a o o o 4 o Ll

% within CLUB 1.6% 1.1% 20% 35% 2.6% 1.3% 1.5% 9.5% 1.0% 1.8% 7.4% 0% 0% 0% 5.4% 0% 1%

Total Count 193 182 03 1Ma 152 156 138 T4 101 161 B3 a3 ar 103 T4 93 1961
%within CLUE | 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% [ 100.0% [ 100.0% | 1000% | 1000% | 1000% | 100.0%

ABUSE * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 El 10 " 12 13 14 15 18 Total

ABUSE O Count 180 171 184 106 151 155 134 74 101 161 [it:] 93 a7 103 73 a3 1914
% within GLUE 98.4% 34.0% 90.6% 92.2% 99.3% 99.4% 98.5% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 100.0% 98.6% [ 100.0% a7.6%

1 Coaunt 3 il 19 El 1 1 2 i} o i} i} o i} i} 1 i} 47

% within CLUB 16% 6.0% 9.4% 7.8% % 6% 1.5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.4% 0% 2.4%

Total Count 183 182 203 115 182 156 136 74 101 161 68 93 a7 103 74 a3 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

ORGANISATION * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 g B 7 2 El 10 " 12 12 14 15 16 Total

ORGAMISATION 0 Count 108 140 138 ] 131 148 122 71 a2 137 43 86 A5 a7 B3 78 1678
% within CLUB 66.0% TH 8% A8.6% 69.1% BE 2% 85 6% BY. 7% 95 9% 81.1% B86.1% B3.2% 92.6% 96 6% 94 2% B6.1% B3O% BOA%

1 Count 85 42 64 47 2 T 14 3 El 24 25 7 2 [} " 15 382

% within CLUB 44.0% 231% A% 409% 13.8% 4.5% 10.3% 41% BA% 14.5% 36.8% A% 36% 8% 14.5% 16.1% 19.6%

Taotal Count 193 182 203 115 152 166 136 74 101 161 ] k) a7 103 74 93 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SUPPLIES * CLUB Crosstabulation

CcLUB
1 2 3 4 8 3 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 18 Total

SUPPLIES 0 Count 176 180 180 Ma 149 1454 138 T4 101 161 [at:] 93 a7 103 T4 a3 1924
% wiithin CLUB 91.2% 98.9% 93.6% 100.0% 98.0% 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.1%

1 Caount 17 2 13 i} 3 2 i} i} i} i} i} o i} o i} i} a7

% wiithin CLUB 9.8% 11% B.4% 0% 20% 1.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.9%

Total Count 193 182 202 s 152 156 138 T4 10 161 68 93 a7 102 T4 93 1961
% wiithin CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

EDUCATION * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 ) El 10 " 12 132 14 15 16 Total

EDUCATION O Count 169 179 200 14 151 156 136 T4 a9 160 [at:] a2 a7 103 T4 43 1825
% within CLUB 87.6% 95.4% 98.5% 99.1% 99.3% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 93.0% 99.4% 100.0% 95.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 98.2%

1 Count 24 3 3 1 1 [t} o o 2 1 o 1 [t} [t} o [t} 36

% within CLUB 12.4% 1.6% 15% 9% 7% 0% 0% 0% 20% 6% 0% 1.1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 18%

Total Count 192 182 203 15 152 158 136 T4 1m 161 <] a3 a7 103 T4 93 1981
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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FAMILY * CLUB Crosstabulation

CLUB
1 2 3 4 g B T g 9 10 " 12 12 14 15 16 Total
FAMILY 0 Count 171 169 181 102 132 127 127 m 9z 145 63 88 a1 102 Il 82z 1789
% within CLUB 98.6% 92.9% 89.2% 98.7% 86.8% 81.4% 92.4% 95.9% 91.1% 96.3% 100.0% 94.6% 89.5% 99.0% 95.9% 898.2% 91.2%
1 Count 22 13 22 13 0 29 9 3 9 B 1) a 5] 1 3 11 172
% within CLUB 11.4% A% 10.8% 11.3% 132% 18.6% 6.6% 41% 8.9% 37% 0% 5.4% 105% 1.0% 41% 11.8% 8.8%
Total Count 1983 182 203 115 162 156 136 T4 101 161 68 a3 a7 103 74 a3 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
SOCIETY * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 El 10 " 12 13 14 16 16 Total
SOCIETY 0 Count 109 122 1 78 13 142 il 51 96 147 63 a5 48 a8 60 77 1536
% within CLUB 56.5% B7.0% 64.5% B7.8% T4.3% 91.0% 85.3% 68.9% 895.0% 91.3% 926% a1.4% 84.2% 95.1% 81.1% 828% 78.3%
1 Count 24 B0 T2 kr 39 14 20 2 a 14 g g 9 5 14 16 425
% within CLUB 43.5% 33.0% 36.5% 322% 26.7% 8.0% 14.7% 3% 5.0% B7% T.4% 8.6% 16.8% 48% 18.8% 17.2% 217%
Total Count 193 182 03 115 152 156 136 T4 101 161 [} 93 a7 103 T4 93 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
FAN COMMUNITY * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUE
1 2 3 4 g [} 7 8 9 10 " 12 13 14 15 16 Total
FAN COMMUMITY O Count 13 131 126 B4 93 B0 a1 B4 48 123 43 Il 29 36 42 51 1209
% within CLUB B7.9% T20% B21% 55.7% 61.2% 38.5% B6.9% B6.5% 47.5% TE.4% T21% TE.3% 50.9% 35.0% 56.8% 54.8% B1.7%
1 Count B2 51 77 51 59 96 45 10 53 38 19 22 28 B7 32 42 752
% within CLUB 321% 28.0% ave% 44.3% 38.8% B1.5% 331% 135% 52.5% 23.6% 27.89% 237% 481% B5.0% 4332% 452% 38.3%
Total Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 93 a7 103 74 93 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
REFEREE * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 2 3 4 g [} T 8 El 10 " 12 13 14 15 16 Total
REFEREE Count 183 182 203 114 152 156 136 T4 81 161 it} 66 a7 as T4 a3 1808
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 80.2% 100.0% 100.0% 71.0% 100.0% 95.1% 100.0% 100.0% a7.3%
Count o a a 1 o o o a 20 a o s 1) i a o 53
% within CLUB 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 0% 0% 19.8% 0% 0% 29.0% 0% 49% 0% 0% 27%
Total Count 193 182 203 15 152 156 138 T4 m 161 63 a3 a7 103 T4 93 1981
% within CLUB 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
FAIR PLAY * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUE
1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 El 10 i 12 13 14 15 16 Tatal
FAIR PLAY Count 191 182 203 14 152 155 136 73 101 161 67 a1 &7 103 kl 93 1950
% within CLUB 98.0% 100.0% 100.0% 89.1% 100.0% 99.4% 100.0% 98.6% 1000% 1000% 98.5% 97 8% 100.0% 1000% 95.0% 100.0% 99.4%
Count 2 o o 1 o 1 o 1 o o 1 2 o o 3 [t} "
% within CLUB 1.0% 0% 0% 9% 0% 6% 0% 1.4% 0% 0% 15% 23% 0% 0% 41% 0% 6%
Tatal Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 [aL:] a3 57 103 74 43 1861
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 1000% 100.0% 100.0%
MANIPULATION * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 2 3 4 a B T 8 9 10 " 12 13 14 15 16 Total
MANIPULATION 0O Count 192 182 203 18 162 156 136 74 101 161 68 a3 a7 103 T4 a3 1860
% within CLUB 99.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%
1 Count 1 o a o o a o o a o o a o o a o 1
% within CLUB 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Tatal Count 193 182 203 115 152 156 136 74 101 161 68 93 a7 103 T4 93 1961
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
DOPING * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 El 10 " 12 13 14 16 16 Total
DOFRING 0 Count 193 182 203 116 162 166 136 74 101 161 [it:] 83 a7 103 74 a3 1061
% within CLUB 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total Count 193 182 203 s 152 158 136 T4 10 161 62 93 a7 103 T4 a3 1961
% within CLUB 1000% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000% 100.0% 100.0% 1000%
OTHER * CLUB Crosstabulation
CLUB
1 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 i 10 il 12 13 14 15 16 Tatal
OTHER 0 Count 187 168 203 114 161 166 136 73 43 161 4 a3 55 102 73 80 1914
% within CLUB 96.9% 87.4% 100.0% 99.1% 99.3% 99.4% 99.3% 98.6% 98.0% 100.0% 94.1% 100.0% 96.5% 99.0% 98.6% 96.8% 97.6%
1 Count B 23 1} 1 1 1 1 1 2 1} 4 o 2 1 1 3 a7
% within CLUB 31% 126% 0% 9% 7% 6% 7% 14% 20% 0% 5.9% 0% 3.5% 10% 14% 3% 2.4%
Total Count 193 182 203 ik 162 156 136 T4 10 161 63 a3 a7 103 T4 93 1961
% within CLUE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Percentage distribution of CSR topics by countries:

Case Processing Summary

Cases
Walid Mizsing Total
M Fercent M Fercent M Fercent
COUTRY * COvID 1961 100.0% i 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * SAFETY 14961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * INJURY 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * SUPPORT 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * HEALTH 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
DEADTRAGEDY
COUTRY * RESPECT 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * RACISM 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * HOMOPHOEIA 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
DISCRIMIMNATICON
COUTRY * EQUALITY 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * ABUSE 1961 100.0% i 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * 14961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
QRGANISATION
COUTRY * SUPPLIES 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * EDUCATION 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * FAMILY 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * SOCIETY 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * FAMN 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COMMUNITY
COUTRY * REFEREE 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * FAIR PLAY 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
MANIPULATION
COUTRY *DOPING 1961 100.0% a 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * OTHER 18961 100.0% 1] 0% 1961 100.0%
COUTRY * COVID Crosstabulation
coviD
I 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 645 38 633
% within COVID 36T% 29.9% 35.3%
% of Total 334% 1.9% 38.3%
2 Count 477 41 q18
% within COVID 26.0% 323% 26.4%
% of Total 24.3% 21% 26.4%
3 Count 396 27 423
% within COVID 21 6% 21.3% 21.6%
% of Total 202% 1.4% 6%
4 Count 306 21 327
% within COVID 16.7% 16.5% 16.7%
% of Total 15.6% 11% 168.7%
Total Count 1834 127 1961
% within COVID 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 9348% B5% 100.0%
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COUTRY * SAFETY Crosstabulation

SAFETY
0 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 661 32 693
% within SAFETY 35.4% 34.8% 38.3%
% of Total A3.7% 1.6% 35.3%
2 Count 487 31 518
% within SAFETY 26.1% 33.7% 26.4%
% of Total 24.8% 1.6% 26.4%
3 Count 418 5 423
% within SAFETY 22.4% 5.4% 21.6%
% of Total 21.3% 3% 216%
4 Count 303 24 327
% within SAFETY 16.2% 26.1% 16.7%
% of Total 15.5% 1.2% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1864 g2 1961
% within SAFETY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 45.3% 4.7% 100.0%
COUTRY * INJURY Crosstahulation
INJURY
a 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 641 52 693
% within INJURY I6T% 241% 35.3%
% of Tatal 32T7% 27% 35.3%
2 Count 416 102 18
% within INJURY 238% 47 2% 26.4%
% of Tatal 21.2% 5.2% 26.4%
3 Count 412 11 423
% within INJURY 236% A1% 21.6%
% of Tatal 21.0% % 21.6%
4 Count 276 a1 a7
% within INJURY 15.8% 236% 16.7%
% of Tatal 141% 26% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1745 216 1961
% within INJURY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tatal 89.0% 11.0% 100.0%
COUTRY * SUPPORT Crosstabulation
SUPPORT
] 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 413 180 £93
% within SUPPORT I1.9% 40.7% 35.3%
% of Tatal 26.2% 9.2% 38.3%
2 Count 440 78 518
% within SUPPORT 27.4% 22.0% 26.4%
% of Tatal 22.4% 4.0% 26.4%
3 Count 384 34 423
% within SUPPORT 24.2% 96% 216%
% of Tatal 19.8% 1.7% 21.6%
4 Count 264 63 327
% within SUPPORT 16.4% 17.7% 16.7%
% of Tatal 13.5% 3% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1606 355 1961
% within SUPPORT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tatal 21.9% 18.1% 100.0%
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COUTRY * HEALTH Crosstabulation

HEALTH
a 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count gad 43 G493
% within HEALTH 4% A2.3% 38.3%
% of Total 331% 22% 35.3%
2 Count ans 13 a18
% within HEALTH 26. 7% 18.8% 26.4%
% of Total 258% T% 26.4%
3 Count 414 4 423
% within HEALTH 221% 8% 6%
% of Total 21.4% 2% 21.6%
4 Count MNE q 3ir
% within HEALTH 16.8% 13.0% 168.7%
% of Total 16.2% A% 16.7%
Total Count 1392 G4 14961
% within HEALTH 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 896.5% 348% 100.0%
COUTHY * DEAD/TRAGEDY Crosstabulation
DEADITRAGEDY
] 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count B2T a3 AY3
% within DEADTRAGEDY 35% 46.2% 35.3%
% of Total 32.0% 3.4% 35.3%
2 Count 491 2T a18
% within DEADTRAGEDY 2T 0% 13.9% 26.4%
% of Total 25.0% 1.4% 26.4%
3 Count 1M 22 423
% within DEADTRAGEDY 221% 15.4% 21 6%
% of Total 204% 1.1% 21.6%
4 Count 24949 28 azr
% within DEADTRAGEDY 16.4% 19.6% 16.7%
% of Total 15.2% 1.4% 16.7%
Total Count 1818 143 14961
% within DEADTRAGEDY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 92.7% 7.3% 100.0%
COUTHY * RESPECT Crosstabulation
RESFECT
a 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count 433 160 G493
% within RESPECT 35.8% 338% 38.3%
% of Total AT I% 8.2% 35.3%
2 Count 424 a4 a18
% within RESPECT 289% 18.8% 26.4%
% of Total 21.9% 45% 26.4%
3 Count 237 185 423
% within RESPECT 15.9% 39.2% 6%
% of Total 121% 9.5% 21.6%
4 Count 288 34 3ir
% within RESPECT 19.4% 82% 168.7%
% of Total 14.7% 2.0% 16.7%
Total Count 1487 474 14961
% within RESPECT 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total TA8% 24.2% 100.0%
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COUTRY * RACISM Crosstabulation

FACISM
] 1 Total
COUTREY 1 Count Ban 43 AY3
% weithin RACISM 34.9% 14 3% 35.3%
% of Total 331% 2.2% 38.3%
2 Count 433 34 a18
% weithin RACISM 25.9% 361% 26.4%
% of Total 24.6% 1.8% 26.4%
3 Count 406 17 423
% weithin RACISM 11.8% 17.5% 21 6%
% of Total 20.7% 9% 21.6%
4 Count 324 2 azr
% weithin RACISM 17.4% 21% 16.7%
% of Total 16.6% % 16.7%
Total Count 1864 ar 14961
% weithin RACISM 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 95.1% 4.9% 100.0%
COUTRY * HOMOPHOBIA Crosstabulation
HOMOPHOBIA
a 1 Total
COUTREY 1 Count ATy 14 G493
% weithin HOMOPHOBIA 35.2% 46. 7% 38.3%
% of Total 34.6% T 35.3%
2 Count ans 13 a18
% weithin HOMOPHOBIA 26.2% 433% 26.4%
% of Total 25.8% T 26.4%
3 Count 427 1 423
% weithin HOMOPHOBIA 21.9% 33% 6%
% of Total 21.5% A% 21.6%
4 Count 325 2 3ir
% weithin HOMOPHOBIA 16.8% B.T% 168.7%
% of Total 16.6% A% 16.7%
Total Count 1931 30 14961
% weithin HOMOPHOBIA 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 48.5% 1.5% 100.0%
COUTRY * DISCRIMINATION Crosstabulation
DISCRIMIMATICON
1] 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count G42 a1 1]
% writhin 34T7% 415 5% 35.3%
CISCRIMIMATION
% of Total 32T7% 2.6% 35.3%
2 Count 4749 34 18
% within 25 9% 34 8% 26.4%
DISCRIMIMATION
% of Total 24 4% 2.0% 26.4%
K] Count 405 18 423
% within 21.9% 16.1% 21.6%
CISCRIMIMNATION
% of Total 20.7% 9% 21.6%
4 Count 323 4 327
% within 17.5% 36% 16.7%
DISCRIMIMATION
% of Total 16.5% 2% 16.7%
Total Count 18449 112 1961
% within 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
CISCRIMIMNATION
% of Total 94.3% 47% 100.0%
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COUTRY * EQUALITY Crosstahulation

EQUALITY
0 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count G20 13 693
% wiithin EQUALITY 35.4% 31.7% 38.3%
% of Tatal I4.7% T% 35.3%
2 Count 403 14 518
% wiithin EQUALITY 26.2% 36.6% 26.4%
% of Total 28.7% A% 26.4%
3 Count 414 ] 423
% within EQUALITY 21.6% 22.0% 216%
% of Total 21.1% A% 21.6%
4 Count 323 4 327
% within EQUALITY 16.8% 9.8% 16.7%
% of Total 16.5% 2% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1920 41 1961
% within EQUALITY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 97.9% 21% 100.0%
COUTRY * ABUSE Crosstabulation
ABUSE
a 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 651 42 693
% within ABUSE 34.0% 89.4% 35.3%
% of Total 332% 21% 35.3%
2 Count 514 4 18
% within ABUSE 26.9% 25% 26.4%
% of Total 26.2% 2% 26.4%
3 Count 423 0 423
% within ABUSE 221% 0% 21.6%
% of Total 21.6% 0% 21.6%
4 Count 326 1 a7
% within ABUSE 17.0% 21% 16.7%
% of Total 16.6% A% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1914 47 1961
% within ABUSE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 47 6% 2.4% 100.0%
COUTRY * ORGANISATION Crosstabulation
ORGAMISATION
] 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 455 238 £93
% within ORGANISATION 28.8% G2.3% 35.3%
% of Total 23.2% 12.1% 38.3%
2 Count 473 45 518
% within ORGANISATION 30.0% 11.8% 26.4%
% of Total 24.1% 2.3% 26.4%
3 Count 58 65 423
% within ORGANISATION 22.7% 17.0% 216%
% of Total 18.3% 33% 21.6%
4 Count 293 34 327
% within ORGANISATION 18.6% 8.9% 16.7%
% of Total 14.9% 1.7% 16.7%
Tatal Count 14749 382 1961
% within ORGANISATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 20.5% 19.5% 100.0%
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COUTRY * SUPPLIES Crosstabulation

SUPFLIES
0 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 661 32 693
% within SUPPLIES 34.4% 826.5% 38.3%
% of Total 33T7% 1.6% 35.3%
2 Count 513 5 518
% within SUPPLIES 26.7% 13.5% 26.4%
% of Total 26.2% 3% 26.4%
3 Count 423 a 423
% within SUPPLIES 22.0% 0% 21.6%
% of Total 6% 0% 21 6%
4 Count 27 a 327
% within SUPPLIES 17.0% 0% 16.7%
% of Total 168.7% 0% 16.7%
Toatal Count 1924 3r 1961
% within SUPPLIES 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 93.1% 1.9% 100.0%
COUTRHY * EDUCATION Crosstahulation
EDLICATION
] 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count BAE2 N AY3
% within EDUJCATION 31 4% 86.1% 35.3%
% of Tatal 33.8% 1.6% 38.3%
2 Count alr 1 a18
% within EDUJCATION 26.9% 28% 26.4%
% of Total 26.4% 1% 26.4%
3 Count 414 4 423
% within EDLICATION 21.8% 11.1% 21.6%
% of Total M1 4% 2% 21 6%
4 Count 27 a 327
% within EDLICATION 17.0% 0% 16.7%
% of Total 168.7% 0% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1925 36 1961
% within EDLICATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 93.2% 1.8% 100.0%
COUTRY * FAMILY Crosstabulation
FAMILY
] 1 Total
COUTEY 1 Count G23 il AY3
% within FAMILY 318% 40.7% 35.3%
% of Tatal 31.8% 3.6% 38.3%
2 Count 4a7 A1 a18
% within FAMILY 25.5% 355% 26.4%
% of Tatal 23.3% 3% 26.4%
3 Count 403 20 423
% within FAMILY 225% 11.6% 21 6%
% of Tatal 20.6% 1.0% 21.6%
4 Count 306 M azr
% within FAMILY 171% 12.2% 16.7%
% of Tatal 15.6% 1.1% 16.7%
Total Count 17849 172 14961
% within FAMILY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tatal 91.2% 8.8% 100.0%
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COUTRY * SOCIETY Crosstabulation

SOCIETY
a 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 440 243 693
% within SOCIETY 286% 59.58% 35.3%
% of Tatal 22.4% 12.9% 35.3%
2 Count 4232 46 18
% within SOCIETY 27 8% 226% 26.4%
% of Tatal 21.5% 4.9% 26.4%
3 Count 391 32 423
% within SOCIETY 25.45% Ta% 21.6%
% of Tatal 19.9% 1.6% 21.6%
4 Count 283 44 a7
% within SOCIETY 18.4% 10.4% 16.7%
% of Tatal 14.4% 22% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1536 425 1961
% within SOCIETY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Tatal THI% 21.7% 100.0%
COUTRY * FAN COMMUHNITY Crosstabulation
FAN COMMUNITY
I 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 4452 24 693
% wiithin FAN IT 4% 32.0% 35.3%
COMMUNITY
% of Total 23.0% 12.3% 35.3%
2 Count 308 210 18
Yo wiithin FAMN 25.45% 27.9% 26.4%
COMMUNITY
% of Tatal 187% 10.7% 26.4%
3 Count 291 132 423
% wiithin FAN 241% 17.6% 21.6%
COMMUNITY
% of Total 14.8% 6.7% 21.6%
4 Count 148 164 a7
Yo wiithin FAMN 131% 22.5% 16.7%
COMMUNITY
% of Tatal 21% 8.6% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1204 Ta2 1961
% wiithin FAN 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
COMMUNITY
% of Total 61.7% 38.3% 100.0%
COUTRY * REFEREE Crosstahulation
REFEREE
] 1 Total
COUTRY 1 Count 692 1 £93
% within REFEREE 36.3% 1.9% 35.3%
% of Total 35.3% % 38.3%
2 Count 18 1] 518
% within REFEREE 27 1% 0% 26.4%
% of Total 26.4% 0% 26.4%
3 Count are 4 423
% within REFEREE 19.7% 88.7% 216%
% of Total 19.2% 2.4% 21.6%
4 Count 322 5 327
% within REFEREE 16.9% 9.4% 16.7%
% of Total 16.4% 3% 16.7%
Tatal Count 1408 53 1961
% within REFEREE 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 97.3% 27% 100.0%
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COUTRY * FAIR. PLAY Crosstabulation

FAIR PLAY
a 1 Total
COUTREY 1 Count et ] 3 G493
% within FAIR PLAY 35.4% 2T 3% 38.3%
% of Total 35.2% 2% 35.3%
2 Count a1 2 a18
% within FAIR PLAY 26.5% 18.2% 26.4%
% of Total 26.3% A% 26.4%
3 Count 420 3 423
% within FAIR PLAY 21.48% 2T 3% 6%
% of Total 21.4% 2% 21.6%
4 Count 324 3 3ir
% within FAIR PLAY 16.6% 2T 3% 168.7%
% of Total 16.5% 2% 16.7%
Total Count 1940 11 14961
% within FAIR PLAY 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 99.4% 6% 100.0%
COUTRY * MANIPULATION Crosstabulation
AP LULATION
] 1 Total
COUTREY 1 Count B9z 1 AY3
% within MANIPLULATION 38.3% 100.0% 35.3%
% of Total 35.3% 1% 35.3%
2 Count a18 1} a18
% within MANIPLULATION 26.4% 0% 26.4%
% of Total 26.4% 0% 26.4%
3 Count 423 1} 423
% within MANIPLULATION 6% 0% 21 6%
% of Total 21.6% 0% 21.6%
4 Count 3ir 1} azr
% within MANIPLULATION 168.7% 0% 16.7%
% of Total 16.7% 0% 16.7%
Total Count 14960 1 14961
% within MANIPLULATION 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 599.9% 1% 100.0%
COUTRY * DOPING Crosstabhulation
DOPIMG
I Total
COUTRY 1 Count BE93 693
% within DOPIMNG 35.3% 35.3%
% of Total 35.3% 35.3%
2 Count a18 518
% within DOPIMNG 26.4% 26.4%
% of Total 26.4% 26.4%
3 Count 423 423
% within DOPING 21.6% 21 6%
% of Total 21.6% 21.6%
4 Count 327 327
% within DOPIMNG 16.7% 16.7%
% of Total 16.7% 16.7%
Total Count 1961 1961
% within DOPIMNG 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 100.0% 100.0%
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COUTHY * OTHER Crosstabulation

OTHER
a 1 Total

COUTRY 1 Count 6h3 30 693
% within OTHER 346% £3.8% 35.3%

% of Total 338% 15% 38.3%

2 Count 514 4 518

% within OTHER 26.9% 83.45% 26.4%

% of Total 26.2% 2% 26.4%

3 Count 417 B 423

% within OTHER 21.8% 12.8% 21.6%

% of Total 21.3% A% 6%

4 Count 320 7 327

% within OTHER 16.7% 14.9% 16.7%

% of Total 16.3% A% 168.7%

Total Count 1914 47 1961
% within OTHER 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

% of Total 97 6% 24% 100.0%

9.3.3 Multiple Linear Regression outputs

Dependent variable: Likes count of a tweet:

Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Maodel Tolerance WIF

1 COVID 7486 1.341
SAFETY 769 1.300
IMNJLIRY E21 1.611
SUPPORT 694 1.441
HEALTH BET 1.183
DEADITRAGEDY 852 1174
RESFECT 42 1.347
RACISM 04 1.420
HOMOPHOBIA 803 1.107
DISCRIMIMNATION E10 1.640
EQUALITY BEB 1.185
ABUISE 826 1.211
ORGAMISATION il 1.274
SUPPLIES 855 1.1649
EDUCATION ars 1.134
FAMILY 827 1.074
SOCIETY 443 2.287
FAMN COMMUMNITY A28 1.894
REFEREE .8a0 1477
FAIR PLAY 888 1.013
MAMIPLILATION 854 1.006
OTHER T 1.091

a. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT
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ANOVAP

Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 1.661E10 22 7.550E8 5692 .ooo®
Residual 25T1EN 1938 1.326E8
Total 2737EN 1960

a. Predictors: (Constanf), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY,
HOMOPHOEIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE, FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY,
SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGAMISATION, SAFETY,

SUPPORT, DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY
h. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Model Summary
Change Statistics
Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change dft df2 Sig. F Change
1 2463 061 050 11517.092 061 5.692 22 1938 .0oo

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHOEIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,
DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY
h. Dependent Variable: LIKESCOUNT

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 3076.688 741118 4.151 .ooo
coviD -1316.747 1223719 027 -1.076 282
SAFETY 415195 1402.451 007 296 T67
INJURY -252.802 1054.360 -.007 -.240 811
SUPPORT -826.125 810.750 -.027 -1.018 308
HEALTH 8030.359 1515.758 125 5.298 .ooo
DEADITRAGEDY 7019.495 1083.715 154 6.477 000
RESPECT 1284.941 705.146 047 1.822 069
RACISM 3626.747 1429337 067 2,537 011
HOMOPHOEIA 3283.031 2229929 034 1.472 A4
DISCRIMINATION 1262.456 1435.322 025 880 379
EQUALITY 90.645 1953.469 001 046 963
ABUSE 3258.347 1870.964 042 1.742 082
ORGANISATION -641.118 741.339 -021 -.865 387
SUPPLIES -1489.269 2066.890 -017 - AT
EDUCATION -157.725 2067.439 -.002 -.076 939
FAMILY 1636.312 955172 038 1.713 087
SOCIETY -1596.614 948.275 -.056 -1.684 092
FAN COMMUNITY 57.585 736.059 002 078 938
REFEREE -2495.510 1739.998 -.034 -1.434 152
FAIR PLAY -1693.643 3504.115 -.011 -.483 629
MAMIPULATION -1464.570 11556.213 -.003 =127 899
OTHER -2289.709 1775.837 -.030 -1.289 197

a. DependentVariahle: LIKESCOUNT
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Dependent variable: Replies (comments) count of a tweet:

Coefficients®
Callinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance VIF
1 CovID T4B 1.341
SAFETY 764 1.300
IMNJURY B2 1.611
SUPPORT B34 1.441
HEALTH 86T 1183
DEADITRAGEDY 84z 1174
RESPECT T4z 1.347
RACISM ro4 1.420
HOMOPHOBILA 803 1.107
DISCRIMIMATION 610 1.640
EQUALITY BGE 1.1585
ABUSE 826 1.211
ORGAMISATION 7as 1.274
SUPPLIES Bas 1.168
EDUCATION 878 1.138
FAMILY 927 1.078
SOCIETY 443 2287
FAR COMBMURITY 528 1.884
REFEREE 840 1177
FAIR PLAY 983 1.013
MAMIPULATION 994 1.006
OTHER 817 1.091
a. Dependent Variable: REFLIES
ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sin.
1 Regression 20031183.96 22 910508.362 3606 oo
Residual 4.894E8 1938 252504533
Total 5.094E8 1960

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY,
HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE, FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY,
SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY,

SUPFPORT, DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY

h. Dependent Variable: REPLIES

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square )
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change
1 1982 039 028 502.498 039 3.606 22 1938 .000

a. Predictars: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHOBIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,
DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY
b. DependentVariable: REPLIES
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Coefficients®

Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coeflicients

Madel B Std. Errar Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 33.961 32335 1.050 294
COVID -16.226 53,392 -.008 =304 761
SAFETY 21.921 61.190 .009 358 720
INJURY 61.747 46.002 038 1.342 180
SUPPORT -29.377 35374 -.022 -.830 406
HEALTH 56176 66.134 020 849 .396
DEAD/TRAGEDY 113.854 47.283 058 2.408 016
RESPECT 33.048 30.766 028 1.074 283
RACISM 160.694 62.363 068 2577 010
HOMOPHOBIA 493914 97.293 119 5077 000
DISCRIMINATION -7.407 62624 -.003 -118 906
EQUALITY 246.364 85.231 .069 2.891 004
ABUSE 342,976 81.631 103 4.202 000
ORGANISATION 83.518 32.345 065 2.582 010
SUPPLIES 11.016 90.180 .003 122 803
EDUCATION 9.736 90.204 003 108 914
FAMILY 34144 41.675 019 819 413
SOCIETY -98.060 41.374 -.079 -2.370 018
FAN COMMUNITY 52.085 32115 050 1622 105
REFEREE -24.789 75917 -.008 =327 T4
FAIR PLAY -10.863 152.887 -.002 -07 943
MANIPULATION -100.479 504.205 -.004 -.199 842
OTHER -54177 7748 =016 -.699 484

a. Dependent Variable: REPLIES
Dependent variable: Retweets (shares) count of a tweet:
Coefficients®
Collinearity Statistics
Model Tolerance WIF

1 COvID 746 1341
SAFETY 768 1,300

INJURY B21 1611
SUFPORT B84 1.441
HEALTH BET 1163
DEADITRAGEDY 852 1174
RESFECT 742 1.347
RACISM 704 1.420
HOMOPHORIA 803 1107
DISCRIMINATION B0 1,640
EQUALITY BEE 1188

ABUSE 826 1.211
ORGANIZATION 785 1.274
SUPPLIES 855 1,168
EDUCATION 878 1138

FAMILY 827 1.078
SOCIETY 443 2257

FAN COMMUNITY 528 1,684
REFEREE 850 1177

FAIR PLAY 888 1.013
MANIPULATION 584 1.006

OTHER 817 1.081

a. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS
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ANOVA®

Sum of
Madel Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 2.328E8 22 | 10582093.44 4228 .0oo#
Residual 4.850E9 1938 | 2502779.8236
Total 5.083E9 1960

a. Predictors: (Constant) OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR P

HOMOPHOBI

A, EDUCATION, REFEREE COVID ABUSE, FAMILY, DEADJ’TRAGED‘I’

SUPPLIES, EQUALITY

INJURY, R

SPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY,

SUPPORT, DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNIT‘( SQCIETY

b. Dependem Variable: RETWEETS

Model Summary

Change Statistics

Adjusted R Std. Error of R Square
Model R R Square Square the Estimate Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change
1 2143 046 035 1582.018 046 4228 22 1938 .00

a. Predictors: (Constant), OTHER, MANIPULATION, HEALTH, FAIR PLAY, HOMOPHORIA, EDUCATION, REFEREE, COVID, ABUSE,
FAMILY, DEADITRAGEDY, SUPPLIES, EQUALITY, INJURY, RACISM, RESPECT, ORGANISATION, SAFETY, SUPPORT,
DISCRIMINATION, FAN COMMUNITY, SOCIETY
b. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

Coefficients®
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients Coefficients

Madel B Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 {Constant) 285.774 101.802 2.807 005
COvVID -160.071 168.083 -.024 -.952 ek 3|
SAFETY -32.596 192.644 -.004 -.169 866
INJURY -80.943 144.830 -016 -.554 576
SUPPORT -180.096 111.367 -043 -1.617 106
HEALTH 890.058 208.208 102 4.275 000
DEADITRAGEDY 677116 148.862 109 4549 .000
RESPECT 289.793 96,861 077 2,992 003
RACISM 298.500 196,337 040 1.520 129
HOMOPHOBIA 301.281 306.309 023 984 325
DISCRIMINATION 258547 197160 037 1.311 190
EQUALITY -193.546 268.334 -017 -T2 AT1
ABUSE 501.143 257.001 048 1.950 051
ORGAMISATION -1595.413 101.832 -.038 -1.526 A27
SUPPLIES -187.111 283.913 -016 -.659 A10
EDUCATION -79.359 283.988 -.007 -.279 780
FAMILY 140164 131.205 025 1.068 286
SOCIETY 84.251 130.257 022 647 518
FAN COMMUNITY 161.682 101.107 .049 1.599 10
REFEREE -101.683 239.011 -010 -425 671
FAIR PLAY 488120 481.334 023 1.014 31
MAMIPULATION -7.361 1587.391 000 -.005 986
OTHER -185.480 243934 -018 -.760 447

a. Dependent Variable: RETWEETS

168



9.4 Source code of the Sentiment Analysis

At this link is published the entire source code of the sentiment analysis, along with all outputs:

https://github.com/teodorantonio/University-of-
Vienna/blob/aaeeef3545dcac4d5e28a805f116298031082499/Sentiment%20Analysis%200f%20Twitt
er%20replies.ipynb

If the code does not load immediately, the github web page must be refreshed.
In case it does not load:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1uRAKGZ vx11BCb73Nicl BloOFirJFZo/view?usp=sharing
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