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Abstract

Ambient awareness refers to the ability of social media users
to obtain knowledge about who knows what (i.e., users’ ex-
pertise) in their network, by simply being exposed to other
users’ content (e.g, tweets on Twitter). Previous work, based
on user surveys, reveals that individuals self-report ambient
awareness only for parts of their networks. However, it is un-
clear whether it is their limited cognitive capacity or the lim-
ited exposure to diagnostic tweets (i.e., online content) that
prevents people from developing ambient awareness for their
complete network. In this work, we focus on in-wall am-
bient awareness (IWAA) in Twitter and conduct a two-step
data-driven analysis, that allows us to explore to which extent
IWAA is likely, or even possible. First, we rely on reactions
(e.g., likes), as strong evidence of users being aware of ex-
perts in Twitter. Unfortunately, such strong evidence can be
only measured for active users, which represent the minority
in the network. Thus to study the boundaries of IWAA to a
larger extent, in the second part of our analysis we instead
focus on the passive exposure to content generated by other
users—which we refer to as in-wall visibility. This analysis
shows that (in line with |Levordashka and Utz| (2016)) only
for a subset of users IWAA is plausible, while for the ma-
jority it is unlikely, if even possible, to develop IWAA. We
hope that our methodology paves the way for the emergence
of data-driven approaches for the study of ambient awareness.

1 Introduction

Nowadays, online social networks (OSNs) have become an
indispensable part of many people’s daily life. It became
normal that people check their social media feeds several
times a day (Gerlach and Cenfetellil2020; Reinecke et al.
2018)), and, consequently, are exposed to a vast stream of
messages—e.g., tweets in Twitter. Browsing feeds has of-
ten been considered a waste of time or a form of addiction
(Gerlach and Cenfetelli|2020). On the contrary, it has also
been shown that even superficial skimming of seemingly
mundane online updates helps people to develop awareness
about who knows what/whom within their OSNs. This form
of peripheral online social awareness is defined by social sci-
entists as ambient awareness (Levordashka and Utz [2016;
Thompson|2008)), and it happens in the absence of extensive
one-to-one communication and without the awareness being
the ultimate goal. The benefits of ambient awareness have

mainly been studied in the context of organizational knowl-
edge management. Early knowledge management took an
engineering approach through the use of databases but the
time and effort required to store/search information turned
out as a major barrier. Instead, the emergent approaches fo-
cused on connecting employees with the respective experts
in the company (Van den Hooff and Huysman|[2009). Re-
cently, big hopes are set into enterprise social media because
employees now could learn who-knows-what as an effort-
less by-product of skimming updates (Kane|2017}; [Leonardi
2015). Nonetheless, studies in organizations are challenged
by the fact that it is difficult to determine how much of this
“ambient” awareness stems indeed from skimming social
media updates instead of offline contact with colleagues.

To overcome this difficulty, Levordashka and Utz (2016)
studied ambient awareness on Twitter, a platform where it is
common to follow strangers (Utz|2016). They observed that
most respondents reported ambient awareness, albeit only
for parts of their network. Yet, it is unclear whether this lim-
ited development of ambient awareness is mainly due to the
finite cognitive capacity of the users, or the fact that many
Twitter users do not post enough to allow others to infer
their expertise. Twitter can be used for many different pur-
poses (Kwak et al|2010) and talking about one’s work and
expertise is just one possible motivation (Java et al.|2007); it
could thus be that only a small proportion of users post mes-
sages that allow to infer others’ expertise. However, prior
work has found that not only users of enterprise social me-
dia and professional social network sites (e.g., LinkedIn) but
also Twitter users report higher professional informational
benefits than non-users (Utz|[2016; [Leonardi||2015)), which
might be driven by the development of ambient awareness.

In this work, we approach ambient awareness in Twitter
from a data-driven perspective. We focus our study on Twit-
ter since 1) it prevails as one of the leading platform for in-
formation exchange, and ii) users usually follow large num-
ber of distant friends or even strangers (Utz|[2016), which
makes it a suitable OSN for the study of ambient awareness.
We propose to quantify “awareness signals”, namely reac-
tions and exposure to content, in order to study the limits
of ambient awareness and eventually obtain insights about
its plausibility or impossibility for each Twitter user. To this
end, we first define in-wall ambient awareness (IWAA) as
a particular type of ambient awareness that arises from the



content of a user’s wal['-where Twitter users spend ~82%
of their sessions (Meier, Aigner, and Elsweiler|2017)). More-
over, we rely on previous work (Bhattacharya et al.[[2014))
that makes use of the List feature of Twitter to identify top-
ical experts, as well as information seekers, i.e., users who
created a List and hence are likely to seek information on the
corresponding topic. We assume that the creation time of a
seeker’s List informs us of the instant when a seeker con-
firms their awareness of an expert. With this information,
we quantify to which extent the seeker was exposed to the
expert’s content prior to the List creation, which we use to
assess the plausibility of IWAA for each of the seekers.

We divide our analysis into two steps, which in turn
make use of different types of data: the first part focuses on
users’ interactions, while the latter measures passive expo-
sure. More specifically, we first study IWAA by quantifying
the reactions—e.g., retweets, replies, and likes—of seekers to
experts’ content. While in this analysis we find out three dif-
ferent seeker profiles, only ~10% of the seekers exhibit re-
actions to the experts’ content. In other words, ~90% of the
seekers do not provide strong evidence of exposure to the
tweets of the experts. This is, however, not a necessary pre-
condition of ambient awareness; expertise inferences should
also occur just by skimming updates in a completely pas-
sive manner. This motivates our second part of the anal-
ysis, where we do not require seekers to react to experts’
content—the larger share of Twitter users are “lurkers” since
10% of Twitter users create 80% of the tweets (Wojcik and
Hughes|[2019)—to quantify the plausibility of IWAA. In this
second analysis, we focus on exposure to experts’ content:
we measure the time the content of an expert is exposed in
the seeker’s wall to quantify in-wall visibility. Notice that
if the expert’s content is not visible in the seeker’s wall,
then IWAA 1is not possible at all. Since it is not possible to
compute the true visibility, we compute an upper and lower
bound of it. This analysis unveils that, for the “lurker” users,
1) IWAA is plausible only for ~10% of the seekers; while ii)
for over ~60% of the seekers it is unlikely, if even possible,
to develop IWAA, and thus experts in their List have been
discovered by the seeker outside the wall.

These results form an important contribution to work on
ambient awareness as they indicate that it might not be lim-
ited cognitive capacity, but limited exposure to diagnostic
tweets what prevents people from inferring expertise for all
of their network members.

Notation We denote random variables with capital letters
A and specific realizations of a random variable in lower-
case, i.e., A = a. We denote the expectations with re-
spect to a random variable A as (-)4 = E4 [-]. We denote
sets/sequences with calligraphic letters, i.e., A, and their car-
dinality (number of elements) as |.A|. We use A (%1, t2) to re-
fer to the elements of a sequence within an interval [tq,t5),

and A(t2) = A(0, t2).

The wall (a.k.a. home timeline) is a stream of tweets https:
//help.twitter.com/en/using- twitter/twitter-timeline

2 Related Work

Ambient awareness is defined as “awareness of others,
arising from the frequent reception of fragmented personal
information, such as status updates and various digital foot-
prints, while browsing social media” (Levordashka and Utz
2016). In the context of organizational knowledge man-
agement and enterprise social media, the focus is more
specifically on awareness of the expertise of network mem-
bers (Leonardi |2015). Field studies in organizations have
shown that using enterprise social media is related to bet-
ter knowledge management (Leonardi|2014}|2015; [Leonardi
and Meyer|2015}; Zhao et al.[2020). From these studies, it re-
mains open how “ambient” this process indeed is. The idea
is that ambient awareness develops without a specific goal
to do so, even without deliberate attention and rather as a
by-product of social media use. In organizations, it cannot
be excluded that people also talk on other media or face-to-
face to their colleagues. To examine the “ambient” nature
of the awareness, previous work studied the ambient aware-
ness of Twitter users for people they know only via Twitter
(Levordashka and Utz[2016). Although most participants re-
ported experiencing ambient awareness, they usually did so
for “some” of the members of their Twitter network.

The development of ambient awareness can be explained
by spontaneous inferences, which have been largely stud-
ied by social psychologists (Newman||{1993; |Uleman et al.
1996). A key question has been whether people can make
inferences about others’ personality traits automatically. Au-
tomatic processes occur without awareness, intention and
cognitive effort and they are hard to control (Bargh|[1994).
A classical paradigm to study these processes is the false
recognition paradigm. People read sentences such as “Mon-
ica got an A in the math test” and have to indicate quickly
with a key-press whether words such as “test”, “intelligent”,
or “table” have been in the sentence. These studies show
that people more often make mistakes when traits than can
be inferred from the sentence (in this example, “intelligent”)
are presented. Later work has shown that spontaneous infer-
ence occur also for goals and roles, and that they are also
tied to faces (vs. names) (Chen et al.|2014; Moskowitz and.
Olcaysoy Okten|[2016; [Todorov and Uleman| 2002, 2003).
Utz and Levordashkal (2017) adapted the false recognition
paradigm to the context of social media and showed in ex-
periments with construed material that people also make
trait and expertise inferences on social media. Up to the best
of our knowledge, the present work constitutes the first data-
driven analysis of ambient awareness in Twitter.

Topical group identification For our analysis, we first
need to find topical groups (i.e., groups of users that share
interest in a specific topic) and also identify the role of the
users inside the group (i.e., seeker of information or expert).
In the context of Twitter, diverse methodologies have been
applied to solve this problem. Some approaches leverage
content generated (Blei, Ng, and Jordan|2003; |Bi et al.|2014;
Pal and Counts| 2011) —i.e. tweets— and/or the network
structure (Page et al.|[1999; |Weng et al.|[2010). These ap-
proaches however fail at accounting for the fact that usually
following-follower relationships are bond-based instead of
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identity-based (Java et al.|2007). As a consequence, the in-
ferred communities do not clearly distinguish between pop-
ularity and expertise; and more importantly, do not represent
well-defined topics, which plays an imperative role in the
experts’ discovery (Yang and Leskovec|2015).

Alternative approaches rely instead on crowd-knowledge
(Ghosh et al.|[2012} [Sharma et al.|2012), following the ax-
iom stating that the average over many noisy voices leads
to better outcomes than individual experienced judgements.
In Twitter, these approaches mostly rely on meta-data of the
List feature, and tend to outperform the other approaches in
terms of both cluster cohesion and coverage of topics and
users. For our analysis, we will rely on Bhattacharya et al.
(2014) as the starting point. Bhattacharya et al.|(2014)) show
that the name and description of the List feature in Twit-
ter offer semantic cues to the expertise of the users included
in the List. Their methodology allows to identify the cre-
ators of the Lists as users interested in a topic—i.e. seekers
of information—and users included in the Lists as potential
experts. Specifically, they consider a user to be an expert on
a topic, if he is listed at least 10 times on Lists associated to
the corresponding subject—they set this threshold based on
previous findings (Ghosh et al.|2012). Additionally, the cre-
ation time of the List provides the time instant from which
the seeker confirms awareness of the experts.

3 In-wall ambient awareness

Twitter is an OSN that offers its users different ways to con-
sume other users’ content, also known as timelines: Explore,
Profiles, List, and Home (a.k.a. wall) timelines. They differ
in how the information is presented—the sections in which
the timelines are divided— and the users whose content ap-
pear. While ambient awareness can happen in any of these
places, previous work states that the main usage of Twit-
ter, in fact 82% of the sessions, corresponds to browsing the
wall (Meier, Aigner, and Elsweiler|2017). Motivated by this,
we focus our study of ambient awareness to the wall, and
thus, of in-wall ambient awareness IWAA). Specifically, we
ask: is it possible that the seekers get to know who are ex-
perts on a topic, and thus, add them to a List, due to their
usage of Twitter?

Problem statement Consider that seeker s has created a
List on a particular topic (e.g. Math) at time ¢;. Within the
members of the List there is another user e, who is an expert
on the topic (we remind that we consider a user to be an ex-
pert on a topic, only if he is listed in at least 10 Lists on that
topic). Here we aim to quantify the exposure of the seeker to
the content of the expert, and thus study the plausibility of
IWAA, in a time interval previous to the creation of the List,
that is [t; — T, ¢;]. To this end, we consider the following two
types of phenomena occurring within the wall:

* Reactions to content: The seeker reacts to one or more
tweets of the expert. This reaction can happen in differ-
ent ways: i) s replies to the content of e; ii) s acknowl-
edges the content of e through a like or a retweet. The first
situation, while being strong evidence of awareness, in-
volves content generation which implies cognitive effort,
and thus is unclear how “ambient” it is. In contrast, the

second type of reaction is essentially cognitive-effortless
and, therefore, provides better evidence of IWAA. We re-
fer to this type of interactions as effortless reactions.

* Exposure to content: The content of the expert is visi-
ble in the wall of the seeker. For this condition to happen
either the seeker follows the expert or one of his friends
retweet his content. In contrast to the content reactions, it
does not require any action (i.e., effort) from the seeker.

In order to quantify the seeker’s reactions to the expert’s
content, we need to reconstruct the online activity of the
seeker Aj g.Ap U ALY, which accounts for both posts
AP and llkes A_. The sequence of posts AP can be further
divided in tweets AL, retweets A7 and rephes/answers
to other tweets .A%. Furthermore, to measure the expert’s
content visibility in the seeker’s wall, we need to reconstruct
the seeker’s wall, Wy = 5. Aj U Aj, where B denotes
the set of of friends (a.k.a. followees) of the seeker. Notice
that the replies do not appear in the wall. Also, we remark
here that the expert competes with the rest of the seeker’s
friends for the seeker’s attention. As before, we denote the
expert’s online activity by 4., which can be partitioned
likewise, and his set of followers by F..

Given all these data we aim to explore and quantify how
much has the seeker been "exposed and acknowledged the
expert’s content”, since this will provide evidence about the
plausibility or impossibility of IWAA. As a remark, note
the study of ambient awareness, and in particular IWAA,
involves a local problem: we focus on online behaviour of
one expert and one seeker. This differs with the topical ex-
pert identification where the problem is posed as a global
problem that involves all of the network.

Main assumptions of the analysis For the analysis car-
ried out in the following sections, we make the following
assumptions: i) the creation time of a List ¢; points out the
instant in which the seeker confirms awareness of the expert,
i.e. all the members of a List are added at creation time. In
this way, the “ambient” cannot be due to the List timeline; ii)
the network, i.e., the follower & following connections, are
assumed to be static during the period of the analysis; and iii)
content is shown in the seeker’s wall in chronological order.
During the data collection period, Twitter users could toggle
between two different kind of wall timelines: Top Tweets
(algorithm-based) and Latest Tweets (time-based). The first
one uses the Twitter algorithm to shuffle posts in what it
suggests as a better order. Even in this case, Twitter exposes
people to relatively recent tweets EI The latter instead shows
friends’ tweets in chronological order, and it is the mode we
assume in our study since we do not have access to Twitter’s
algorithms. For the same reason, we assume all the tweets
that appear in the wall come from the followersﬂ

2Full details on the timeline algorithm in |https:/help.twitter.
com/en/using-twitter/twitter-timeline.

*Twitter may occasionally add tweets from users not followed
https://help.twitter.com/en/using-twitter/twitter-timeline
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Figure 1: Topics considered in our analysis and number of
Lists collected for each of them.

4 Dataset

We use the Twitter API E| to gather data from 1 July 2020
until 11%* November 2020, enough time so that ambient
awareness can be developed (Leonardi|[2015)). In this time
period, we collected activity of users (i.e, tweets, retweets,
likes and replies/answers), following-follower relationships
and List meta-data (i.e, creation time, creator, name, descrip-
tion and members). All this information allows us to i) iden-
tify users as seekers and/or experts alongside with their topic
of expertise, ii) extract interactions between seekers and ex-
perts, and iii) reconstruct the wall of the seekers and thus
analyze exposure to content. In the following, we describe
the procedures for gathering and filtering the data we use to
explore INAA (see Appendix [A]for further details).

Data collection & filtering First of all, we select a num-
ber of topics of expertise, e.g. Artificial Intelligence and
Statistics, for which we are interested in analyzing IWAA.
All of the topics considered are shown in Figure[T] together
with the number of related Lists. In total we collected 2002
Lists, created by 1836 seekers from 1% August 2020 until
115" November 2020. Among the selected seekers, we filter
out those for which their activity is private; they are com-
pletely passive (i.e., their timeline is empty, | A2| = 0, or
their number of likes is zero, |AL| = 0); they do not fol-
low any other user, or on the contrary, they follow over
5000 users—IWAA cannot be developed in an empty or too
overcrowded wall. After the filtering, 1682 Lists and 1541
seekers remain for our study, which correspond to 84.02%
and 83.93% of the initial values. From these Lists, we dis-
cover a total of 12033 experts, from which only 16 happen
to be also seekers. Thus, in total we have 13558 unique users
and 36895 pairs seeker-expert. Additionally, to facilitate the
reproducibility of the results, we provide a Github repos-
itory (https://github.com/XXX/XXX) with the scripts used
for data collection & TWAA analysis as well as the identi-
fiers of the Lists, users and tweets collected.

Data exploration

Prior to the IWAA analysis, we conduct an exploration of
the collected data. In particular, we focus on characterizing

*https://developer.twitter.com/en/docs
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Figure 2: We show the ICDF for different features of the
seekers (blue) and the experts (orange). Specifically, we
show the rate of posts R (separated by tweets, retweets and
answers), the count of likes A;, friends B, and followers F'.

the seekers and the experts according to some of their online
features, e.g., number of friends. Figure |Z| shows, for the ex-
perts (in orange) and seekers (in blue), the inverse empirical
cumulative distribution function (ICDF) of the rate of posts
divided by tweets, retweets and answers), the count of likes
friends and followers. The ICDF allows us to compare
different populations: it reads as the percentage of the popu-
lation larger than a certain value. This means it allows us to
compare quantiles —e.g., the median of the distribution: the
slower a ICDF decreases, the larger the quantiles are.

Based on Figure 2] we can highlight several points. First,
the most clear difference between seekers and experts is in
the number of followers: experts are followed by many more
people than seekers, whereas they do not differ so much in
the number of followees. This is a first hint that experts are
popular and enjoy a high reputation. Second, if we focus on
the top left figure, we can see that experts generate and re-
act to more content than seekers, i.e., they are more active
users, and thus, more likely to be able to exhibit their ex-
pertise, which is a precondition for IWAA. This figure also
reveals that experts create more tweets than replies or an-
swers, whereas this is not the case for most the seekers. This
result further strengthens our previous argument. As an addi-
tional remark, we discovered that around 20 % of the seekers
are listed in 10 or more Lists, which indicates they could be
experts on some topics.

5 IWAA based on reactions

In this section, we analyze the seekers’ reactions to the ex-
perts’ content, as a strong evidence of the seeker’s IWAA
about an expert. First, we present several quantitative met-
rics for the reactions alongside with their interpretation.
Then, we use these measurements to group seekers with sim-

3Given that we do not need to collect the likes for the experts,
we display the count of likes instead of the rate.
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ilar signal patterns and we relate each of them with an online
behavior.

Measuring the reactions

Twitter provides several ways in which the users can inter-
act with each other. The interaction can be at network level
via following other people, which we represent with f; or
at content level via retweet, like and reply/answer, which
we refer to as r, [ and a respectively. It is the content level
interaction that provides evidence about the plausibility of
IWAA. Concretely, the retweet and like since they require
little cognitive effort—not even deliberate processing—
from the user and and are driven from the content of the
post. As a consequence, they constitute more meaningful
signals of the existence of IWAA than the reply, which in-
volves more complex processing and can be steered by the
user’s reputation (Cha et al.|2010). The follow interaction
must be treated cautiously. It indicates the seeker has inter-
est in receiving the content generated by the expert but it
can also be related to bond-based relationships, which could
mislead our analysis.

Remark In early 2020 Twitter launched the Quote Tweet
(qtweet), which is just a retweet with some additional text. In
our analysis, we consider qtweets as standard retweets. We
observed that, in the data collected, qtweets represent only
20% of the retweets, and contain shorter text than answers—
on average, answers contain 100.94 characters while it dras-
tically drops to 67.17 for qtweets— which indicates they re-
quire less cognitive effort to be created.

We are interested in the reactions from the seeker to
the expert, which we represent with a binary variable I
taking value 1 when there is interaction, and O otherwise.
The superscript determines the type of interaction, i.e. X €
{r,1,a, f}. For example, I}, = 1 indicates the seeker has
retweeted at least one tweet of the expert (within the stud-
ied period). Then, from the point of view of a seeker, we
can compute the percentage of experts that he reacts to as
(IX)e. We can also compute average percentage of reac-
tions from seekers to experts, i.e., I} = (I)e s. Addition-
ally, we refer to the total average of effortless reactions as
I= <I;s v Iés>e,S~

Figure, |3| shows the distribution for each type of reaction
as a ICDF. Here, we observe that the percentage of seekers
that react to experts’ content is very small compared to the
number of experts they follow, and the more cognitive ca-
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Figure 4: Clustering results. (a) Size proportion of each cluster. (b) Average interac-
tion signals per cluster.

pacity required for the reaction, the lower the % of experts
they interact with. For example, while ~ 70% of the seekers
follow at least 10% of their experts, when looking at likes
the percentage of seekers reacting to at least 10% of their
experts drops to ~ 20% (and less than 10% for retweets and
replies/answers).

Clustering the seekers: passive behavior

Here, we group the seekers according to their reactions, as
measured above, and explore what other features (e.g., num-
ber of posts) tell us about seekers’ awareness for different
seeker groups.

Experimental setup We cluster seekers using our three
types of interactions—that is (I% )., (IL). and (I%).—as
input features to the clustering algorithm. Notice that these
metrics are already normalized between [0, 1], so no further
pre-processing is needed. We cross-validate different algo-
rithms and parameters configurations using the Silhouette
coefficient (Rousseeuw||1987) as the quantity to be maxi-
mized. Spectral clustering (Von Luxburg/[2007) happens to
perform the best. See Appendix [B|for further details on the
cross-validation scheme.

Figure 4| summarizes the clustering results. Specifically,
Figure shows the four average reaction metrics for the
clusters, which are ordered from lower (on the left) to higher
(on the right) level of effortless reactions measured as I =
(It V I ) .. We also show the proportion of users on each
cluster in Figure @ Here, we observe that over 90% of the
seekers do not interact at all with their experts (blue and
orange clusters). This matches again our prior intuition on
the passive behavior of Twitter users and the idea that am-
bient awareness does not require interaction, but may arise
just from skimming updates. In contrast, the seekers belong-
ing to the third cluster (respectively, 8.5% of the seekers),
present higher level of interactions to their experts. We ac-
company these results with several features of the experts
(see Figure[3)) that the seekers in each cluster interact with.
Notice that the cluster with more seekers’ reactions is in turn
also characterized with experts presenting by high retweet
and answer ratio.

Lastly, in Figure [6] we display the features of the seekers
in each cluster. Notice that the cluster with more reactions,
the green one, comprises the most active seekers in all types
of posts: they exhibit the highest rates of tweets, retweets,
answers and likes. As a last remark, we also explored the
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Figure 5: ICDF of experts’ features per cluster.

percentage of seekers that are potential experts, i.e., listed
10 times or more. As shown in Appendix [B| we observed
that the distribution remains similar across clusters, which
does not provide information about the composition of the
cluster, e.g., the existence of an ”only experts” group.

From this empirical evidence, we can conclude that the
rate of activity of the seekers relates with the amount of re-
actions to the experts: the most active a seeker is, the most
likely he interacts with experts. Unsurprisingly, a large per-
centage of the seekers—around 90%—do not react to the ex-
perts’ content. This passiveness of the seekers motivates us
to introduce the concept of in-wall visibility. We thus con-
tinue with the analysis of IWAA from a perspective that does
not need explicit actions from the user, i.e., we focus on pas-
sive exposure of the content of the experts.

6 IWAA beyond interactions: Exposure to
content

In this section we further investigate the limits of IWAA
by looking at the visibility of the expert’s content in the
seeker’s wall prior to the creation of the List, as it does not
require any further effort from the seekers’ side than skim-
ming through the wall. In particular, we provide a framework
to quantify the time that the content of an expert e is exposed
(or visible) in the wall of a seeker s, which we refer to as Vg,
and then use this framework to study the plausibility of de-
veloping IWAA.

Notation Let A, be the sequence of posts of the expert
that appear in the seeker’s wall, and ¢7 the time of the last
postin A.s(t). Let W, . =W;-A,; be the sequence of posts
in the wall of the seeker excluding the ones from the expert.

Bounds for the visibility

We propose to compute the visibility of the content of an
expert e in the wall of a seeker s, or in-wall visibility, over

Following
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Figure 6: ICDF of seekers’ features per cluster.

(c) Answers rate

the interval of time [¢1, ¢2] solving the integral:
t2
‘/cs(th t2) = / fes (T)Os (T) dT7 1
t1

where the function f.,(t) corresponds to the probability of
the content of e being visible in the wall of s at time ¢, and
o5 (t) refers to the probability of the seeker being present in
the wall, i.e., online, at time ¢. In the following, we omit the
interval limits to improve the overall readability. Intuitively,
the higher V., the more likely the seeker becomes aware of
the expertise of the expert while skimming through the wall.
Importantly, if Vs = 0, then IWAA is impossible and thus
awareness of experts must come from somewhere else but
the Twitter wall, potentially even from offline activity. Next,
we detail how to compute in-wall visibility, specifically, how
to model both functions, f..(t) and o (¢).

Modeling exposure The probability of exposure of a post
of e in the wall of s (fe;(¢)) should be high when an expert’s
post appears at the top of the timeline. Then, as we assume a
chronological wall, it decreases as posts from other friends
arrive to the wall, making on average more likely that the
seeker will not reach/see it. Following this intuitive idea, we
propose the following modeling:

fES(t§k7m):f68(t): 1_w ma 2)

where neg(t) = |[Ws/(tf,t)| is the number of posts in
the wall of s since the last post of e, the parameter & de-
fines up to which number of events in the wall f.4(¢; k, m)
is non-zero, and the parameter m determines the decay of
the function. Figure [/|depicts the shape of this function for
nes(t) € {0, ...,100} for different configurations of the pa-
rameters k and m. Intuitively, both parameters should be
chosen according to the distribution of the number of posts
the seeker skims in every session of activity: k is related to
the maximum number of posts while m relates to the mean.



Modeling online presence We model the probability of
an user s being online at time ¢,i.e., o, (t), as an asymmetric
Laplace kernel centered at the time of the closest post t.:
t—te
os(t) =€ TS with ¢, = argmind(t;,t), (3)
t; €A%

where the parameters a; and a, determine how the kernel
decays to the left and to the right, respectively. These pa-
rameters can be chosen globally or locally, i.e., per event,
and intuitively capture how the probability of being online
before and after a post decreases as we get further away
from the time of the post. Specifically, we assume here that
a; = a, = 0.047 (hours) for all the events, but for those
consecutive posts that are closer than the average length of a
session—i.e., = 4 minutes according to Statista (see further
details below in the hyperparameter selection), in which in-
terval we assume the seeker to be continuously active. As
shown in (Kooti, Moro, and Lerman|2016)), Twitter users
tend to show activity at the beginning and the end of a ses-
sion, a behavior we could capture with the parameters a; and
a,. This simple but rather flexible modeling, allows to cap-
ture online user behavior with a small number of parameters.
Refer to Appendix [C]for an illustrative example.

Unfortunately, as mentioned previously, most of Twitter’s
users are passive. This means, with our modeling choice of
the online presence, we miss any inactive session. Moreover,
we cannot consider the like activity of the user because Twit-
ter only provides the creation time of the post but not the
“like” time. As a consequence, with the modeling of the on-
line presence o, (t) described above, we only obtain a loose
lower bound (LB) on the true online presence, and hence,
we are only computing a LB on the true visibility V.. We
thus refer to this LB as V.B. If alternatively, we consider
the user s is always online, that is o4 (t) = 1, we obtain
an upper bound (UB) of the visibility V¢, which we denote
VUB. Now, we know the true unavailable visibility Ve lays
in VB <V, < V'B

As remarks, notice both f.s(t) and o, (t) are piecewise
functions. This enables to solve the integral in Equation [I]
as a sum over the elements in W5 U A?. Also, notice that
the visibility is independent on the topic of expertise, it just
depends on the pair seeker-expert.

Analysis of the visibility

In this section we study visibility/exposure for the pairs
seeker-experts introduced in previous sections, for which
we first need to reconstruct each seeker’s wall. As recov-
ering each seeker’s wall requires retrieving all the posts of
his friends over the considered time interval, we here focus
the study on a random uniform sample of 137 seekers from
the cluster without reactions (blue and orange) found in Sec-
tion [3] that represents 90% of the seekers. To be precise, we
restrict our analysis to the 123 seekers with less than 2500
friends: we observed the average visibility decays quickly
as we increase the number of friends (see Appendix [C). We
compute the visibility per day for the 30 days prior to the
creation of the List. Then, we take the average over the days
and the experts to obtain the average visibility for a seeker,
i.e., (Ves)day,e- We remark that (Vi) day, e can be interpreted

as the expected time (per day) that the seeker s is exposed
to the content of his experts, i.e., the average visibility of the
experts in the seeker’s wall. Also, we remind that in the fol-
lowing we only study the experts that the seeker has included
in his List. We split the analysis in two parts by consider-
ing two disjoint set of experts: the ones that are followed by
the seekers, we refer to as £, and the ones that are not fol-
lowed by, that is £. Additionally, we have repeated the anal-
ysis below on a wall resulting from filtering the least popular
Tweets as a proxy to the unavailable Top Tweets Wall pro-
vided by Twitter. The conclusions reached are similar.

Hyperparameters’ selection We analyze the sensitivity
of the results to the choice of the hyperparameters k, m of
the exposure function f.s(¢). As a starting point to delimit
the range of values, we rely on previous work that character-
izes users’ behavior in OSNS. In particular, the online portal
Statista revealed in its report of September 2019 that Twitter
users stay on average less than 4 minutes per session on the
platform

About the time it takes to skim a tweet, [Counts and Fisher:
(2011) observed users only allocate a couple of seconds to
read each tweet. This time frame also matches the setup
up of spontaneous inference studies (Levordashka and Utz
2017; Todorov and Uleman|2003), where users are exposed
to messages between 2 and 5 seconds. Then, we assume that
it takes ~ 3 seconds to skim through a post and consider
k € {30,60,100} and m € {1,2}. Figure[7| (two right-most
plots) shows the ICDF for both bounds of the average visi-
bility over the experts for different configurations of the pa-
rameters k and m. We observe that, while as expected the ex-
posure increases as we increase k or decrease m, the trace of
the visibility is consistent across settings. For a given time of
average exposure, the maximum deviation in the percentage
of seekers is 10%, which happens when VY5 ~ 6 minutes.
Appendix [C| contains further details on the hyperparameter
selection for the online presence function. For a deeper anal-
ysis of the visibility, we compute the bound with k=100 and
m=2. Also, we divide the following analysis into two groups
of experts, namely £ and £.

What does the lower bound tell us?  Figure[§|on the left
shows the ICDF for the average LB of the visibility per day
for the seekers—that is (V). 44, or VB in short. In partic-
ular, we display the V8 for £ in orange, for € in green, and
for the whole population of experts in blue. There are sev-
eral important points to note. First, notice that all the values
found for VB lay in the order of seconds per day or less.
Even though they may seem meaningless, a percentage of
them refers to one tweet per day of exposure on the 30 days
previous to the List creation time, which in fact seems a rea-
sonable amount of exposure to develop IWAA. By choos-
ing 3 seconds per day (black dashed line) as evidence for
the possibility of developing IWAA, then we observe that
11% of the seekers show strong evidence on the possibility
to develop IWAA for the experts that they are already fol-
lowing, i.e., for the experts in £;. This percentage is surpris-
ingly high taking into consideration we have a loose lower

Shttps://www.statista.com/statistics/579411/top-us-social-
networking-apps-ranked-by-session-length/
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Figure 7: On the left, plot of f.s(t; k,m) as nes(t) increases for different values of the parameters k and m. On the two right-
most figures, ICDF of the lower V% and upper VU bounds of the visibility for different configurations of k and m.

bound on the true visibility. On the other hand, this percent-
age significantly drops to 3.92% for the experts that are not
followed by the seekers. This finding tell us that it is signif-
icantly easier for the seeker to develop IWAA if he follows
the expert. However, in order for the seeker to follow an ex-
pert, either Twitter has recommended the expert as a poten-
tial connection, he knows the expert offline, or he must have
being exposed to the expert via the retweets of his friends.

What does the upper bound tell us?  Figure [§] on the
right shows the ICDF for the averaged upper bound visibil-
ity, namely (V.YB), 44, or V.JB in short. As before, it is also
splitted by the two experts’ groups. The first thing we no-
tice is the difference in time-scale compared to the visibility
lower bound, as V.J® reaches up to 10 hours. This already
tells us we are dealing also with a loose upper bound. Yet,
we observe that for more than 60% of the seekers the ex-
posure to the experts’ content in £ is less than 36 seconds,
the exposure for this group of experts always being below
30 minutes. This indicates that seekers are unlikely— if it
is even possible—to develop IWAA for experts they do not
follow. Notice we are considering that the seeker is always
online when in reality, on average, only 40% of the Twit-
ter users connect daily for less than 4 minutes, which would
need in turn to overlap with the less than 36 seconds (of 30
minutes in the best case) that the experts are visible in his
wall. What is even more striking is that for the overall pop-
ulation of experts, around 60% of the seekers present zero
exposure to the experts’ content, even when considering a
visibility upper bound. Thus, it seems that for at least 60% of
passive seekers, which are in turn the majority (over 90%),
IWAA is impossible, and then the awareness should come
from a different use of Twitter (e.g., the Explore timeline) or
alternatively from offline activity.

7 Discussion

Until now, ambient awareness—the knowledge about who-
knows-what by simply skimming through online updates—
was explored via user studies, which do not easily scale up
to the network size, as they are costly and rely on subjective
self-report data, e.g., on the answers of the participants. Up
to the best of our knowledge, this paper is pioneer at devel-
oping a data-driven methodology to study the boundaries of
ambient awareness in the wall of Twitter IWAA). The result
of our analysis are in line with |Levordashka and Utz (2016)
who found that most Twitter users reported ambient aware-
ness only for some of their network members. Yet, they did

— All Follow No follow
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Figure 8: ICDF of the bounds of the visibility averaged over
experts and days. In blue the average is over all the expert;
in orange over &; and in green over £. On the left we show
(VEB) . 4ay with a dotted black line at a visibility level of 3
seconds. On the right we show (V.YB), ;...

not know whether this was due to the limited cognitive ca-
pacity of the users or the fact that many Twitter users do
not tweet enough or do not post tweets that are diagnostic
of their expertise. The present results indicate that it might
be the low frequency and/or diagnosticity of the tweets in
a user’s wall that limits ambient awareness. Our data-driven
approach nicely complements user studies and presents an
important contribution to work on ambient awareness.

We remark that our analysis considers a significant num-
ber of Twitter users (36895 pairs seeker-expert), focuses on
diverse topics such as Social Science or Math, and is ro-
bust to the hyperparameter choice. As a consequence, we
expect that the main results from this analysis are not sensi-
tive to the considered dataset—the specific percentages of the
bounds may slightly vary across datasets but not the main
insights.

We would like to highlight that the presented data-driven
methodology paves the way for further research studies of
ambient awareness at a large scale. For example, to explore
the boundaries of IWAA in different topics and communities
of Twitter. Moreover, data-driven approaches allow studying
more fine-grained queries, such as: Is IWAA a property of
the seeker? If so, what are the user characteristics that make
him/her suitable to develop IWAA? Does IWAA depends on
the experts a user follows? To answer these and other similar
queries, one would need to perform a detailed temporal anal-
ysis of users’ wall, which can be only performed efficiently
by relying on data analysis tools, like machine learning.
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A Dataset details

In order to start the collection of the Lists for the study, we
selected several experts a priori that we know are active on
Twitter, as shown in Table E} Then, we scrape the Lists in
which they are members and continue the search for new
experts among the members of the Lists.

probability of online presence for a
seeker with four events, i.e., posts in

Topic | Usernames
Music ChiliPeppers, johnlennon, jonbonjovi, xtina
Entertainment | AnnaKendrick47, EmmaWatson, LeoDiCaprio,

RobertDowneylJr, Samuell.Jackson, TheRock,
VancityReynolds

Artificial
intelligence

_beenkim, drfeifei, thuszar, goodfellow_ian,
karpathy,mrtz, Oriol VinyalsML,
RandomlyWalking, SchmidhuberAl, shakir_za,
yeewhye, ylecun, yudapearl, ZoubinGhahramal

Table 1: Topical experts selected a priori that are active in
Twitter.

B Clustering details

We explore different algorithms and hyperparameter config-
urations to group the seekers according to their reactions
to the content of the experts. In particular, we have cross-
validated i) k € {3, ..., 10} for KMeans, ii) k € {3, ...,10},
v € {0.8,0.6,0.5,0.4} for Spectral clustering, iii) damping
factor € {0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9} for Affinity propagation, and iv)
bandwidthe {1,0.8,0.6,0.5} for Mean shift. Spectral clus-
tering results to be the best choice with v = 0.8 and £ = 3
and a Silhoutte Coefficient of 0.57. As remark, the Silhouette
Coefficient quantify the affinity among points in the same
cluster with respect to the other clusters.

Seekers’ expertise We further explore the seekers’ exper-
tise regarding the analysis in Section[5] Particularly, we pose
the following question: how many seekers in the different
clusters are potential experts with expertise level l, i.e., are
listed more than | times? Figure [0] shows the percentage of
seekers that are potential experts for different levels of ex-
pertise, i.e. L > [, with [ € [10,600], for the three clus-
ters. The main thing we observe is that the distribution is
quite uniform across clusters and the percentage of seeker
decreases, regardless of the cluster, as we increse the mini-
mum number of listed times, i.e., [. For example, for [ = 10

Figure 11: Average upper bound visi-
bility per day vs number of friends of
the seekers for pairs under study.

around 20% of the seekers are potential experts indepen-
dently on the cluster they lay on. This percentage drops close
to 0 as we consider [ > 200. This results tell that any of the
clusters represent an ’only experts” group, regardless of the
minimum level of expertise considered.
C Visibility details

Figure [10] illustrates the shape of oy (t), with the configu-
ration of hyperparameters we use in the analysis. Specifi-
cally, we assume here that both a; and a, are equal for all
the events, but for those consecutive posts that are closer
than the average length of a session—i.e., ~ 4 minutes ac-
cording to Statista, in which interval we assume the seeker
to be continuously active. This happens for the events be-
tween minutes 5 and 10 and allow us to model time intervals
where we consider the user is online. In general, this de-
sign choice allows great flexibility to model online user be-
haviour, always with a trade-off between complexity —i.e.,
number of parameters— and simplicity. Then, for events fur-
ther away than 4 minutes, we have the following expression

0s (1) = e~ Ll With te = argmin, ¢ 4r d(t;,1), which
we can also express in terms of the interval since the last
event, i.e. At = ||t — t.||. We base the choice of the band-
width of the kernel, i.e. a, using previous studies of online
user behaviour in Twitter—recall from the main manuscript
that the average session of a user lasts less than 4 minutes.
Specifically, we select a = 0.047 such that the probabil-
ity of being online after 4 minutes since the last event is
smaller or equal to 0.5, that is o(At = 4min) < 0.5.
This also means that o(At = 10min) = 0.031, which
makes sense. In general, we can obtain a value for a with

At
o(At) <c—e W <c—a< 7ﬁ‘fgc.

Do the number of friends affect the visibility? Figure
show the scatter plot of the average upper bound visibility
per day (V.YB) 44, versus the number of friends of the seeker,
i.e. | Bs|. Notice that the visibility decreases with the number
of friends, and for seekers with more than 2000 friends,it is
quite low, never surpassing 12 minutes per day on average
(right part of the plot).
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