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* Internet Engineering
Task Force

* Social graph of mailing
ist interactions

* Person IDs collating
similar emall
addresses together

The Web We Weave: Untangling the Social Graph of the IETF, Proc.
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Motivation

 Determining the influence
individual participants have
on the communication of their
neighbours

* Interdependency between
participant communication
activity




Community

Average Neighbour Degree
Degree

O\ /q p Pearson correlation
Time window 1 —
o O A O

Time window 2

 Positive Correlation (Communitarian)

- Active neighbourhood helps individuals into
discussion, and inactive neighbourhoods dissuade
discussion

 Negative Correlation (Individualist)

- Individuals are stifled by an active neighbourhood,
and thrive in an inactive neighbourhood
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Philanthropy

Average (Consistent)
Neighbour Degree

/Q Pearson correlation O\ §>/Q p Ti ng 5
Ime winaow

Time window 1 _—

O/\OG\O

Degree

o Positive Correlation (Philanthrope)

- Active individuals help neighbourhoods into
discussion, and inactive individuals dissuade
discussion

 Negative Correlation (Prima Donna)

- Neighbourhoods are stifled by active individuals,
and thrive with inactive individuals
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Working group chairs may be good facilitators

* They respond more positively
to their neighbours’ activity
compared to regular
participants

e But, this does not account for
direction of communication

* The directed motifs of
organisation wide
communication may tell a
different story

 And their neighbours respond
more positively to theirs

How do different hierarchy levels communicate with the
wider organisation?



Temporal Three-Edge Motifs

Outward Star Inward Star Mixed Star
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O O O O OO

e Announcements e Questions e Discussion

* Dissemination of  Condensing of * Facilitation of
Information Information Conversation
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Conclusions

 Working group chairs are facilitators of discussion

* |n working group discussion, regular participants send out more than they
receive In

 And, area directors and working group chairs are condensers of
discussion

Any suggestions / questions?



Thank you
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RQ1: How does the

hierarchy evolve over time?

* Little change in ADs
since 2012
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RQ1: How does the * WGCs are about 25-35% of the
hierarchy evolve over  total [ETF activity

time?  ADs are 5% of activity
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Up Hierarchy Communication Ratios
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