How People Evaluate One
Another in Social Media



Social Networks and Social Media
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People have Opinions

Rating a product
Pressing “like” button

Sentiment analysis
[Pang-Lee ‘O8]

Writing a comment,
a review
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People Express Opinions

Movie and product reviews

ez IMDD === amazoncom

Online communities
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This talk: Users evaluating others

Trust/Distrust (1M evals) Epinions.con

Does A trust B’s product reviews? o
Support/Oppose (150k votes) eSS |
Does A support B to become Wiki admin? - i'ii:,_._f?‘i’j
WIKIPEDIA

Up/down vote (6M votes)

Does A think B contributed a good answer? \

|=Istackoverflow
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Relative vs. Absolute Assessment

(1) Prob. that B receives a positive evaluation
depends primarily on the characteristics of B

There is some objective criteria for a user
to receive a positive evaluation
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Relative vs. Absolute Assessment

(2) Prob. that B receives a positive evaluation
depends on relationship between characteristics
of Aand B

Prior interaction between A and B
A compares status of B to her own status
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Status (level of contribution)

Total number of of a user:

The more edits the user made the higher
status she has

Total number of of a user:

The more answers given by the user the
higher status she has
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Status: How to model?

A B

Model it as a function of status S, of A
and S; of B separately?

Model as the status difference S,-S;?
Model as the status ratio S,/Sg?
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Status: Relative Assessment (1)
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Status: Relative Assessment (2)

Each curve is fixed status
difference: A =S,-S;

&—e@ Delta from -1000 to -500
m—a Delta from -300 to -100
& Delta from 100 to 300

Fraction of positive evaluations (P(+))

Below some threshold e 00
targets are judged Target B status

based on their absolute

status

And independently of
evaluator’s status
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Effects of Similarity

4/13/2011

Evaluators are more
supportive of targets in
their area

More familiar evaluators
know weaknesses and are
more harsh

Prior interaction/similarity
increases prob. of a
positive evaluation
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Relating Status and Similarity (1)
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is more informed
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Evaluators use status as proxy B
for quality in the absence
of direct knowledge of B
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Relating Status and Similarity (2)

4/13/2011

Evaluators with
higher status than
the target are more
similar to the target

High-status evaluators
are more similar to the
target
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Puzzle: Status

Prob. of positive evaluation of A as a
function of status difference: A=S, — S,

Hypothesis:
T
>
Q
)
=
8
ke
o
-10 0 10
(5A<Sp) (5A=5g) (5,>Sg)

Difference in status
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Puzzle: Status

Prob. of positive
evaluation of B as a
function of status
difference: A=S, —S;

A is especially negative
when status equals: S,=S;

for S,>S,

ate one another
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Why most harsh at zero difference?

Not due to users being tough on each other

Similarity increases the positivity of evaluations

Most targets have low status (small A > 0)
Low-status targets are judged on abs. status

The rebound persists even for high-status targets
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Explanation: Differential Status
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Highly similar users are more
positive

High-similarity users are
overrepresented among
high-status evaluators
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Explanation: Differential Status

Y

The rebound not the effect o= /i
of harshness of same SV
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are evaluated
who shows up to evaluate users
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Application: Predicting outcomes

Based on only who showed to up to
vote predict the outcome of the election

Target status
Evaluator status
Similarity
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Application: Ballot-blind prediction

Relative gain

Number of votes || E | overLogreg
5 71.4% | 12.8%
10 75.0% | 23.8%
all 75.6% | 25.7%

Divide the Status-Similarity space, each cell prob. + vote

Guessing gives 50% accuracy
Logistic Regression based on the target status (67% acc)
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Application: Predicting evaluations

Count the triads in which
edge A — B is embedded

Predictive accuracy: ~¥95%
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Application: Predicting evaluations

Wikipedia: Support/Oppose A B

Epinions: Trust/Distrust

Stackoverflow: Up/Down vote

Almost of the models
even though evaluations have very different
meaning
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Conclusions

(often implicit)

Wikipedia voting process has an
and process of

Similarly, Epinions and Stackoverflow

Importance of relative assessment:
Importance of prior interaction:
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Conclusion and reflections

Users use evaluations

Near perfect generalization across datasets

What kinds of opinions do people find
helpful?
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[Danescu et al., 2009]

What do people find helpful?

OOK INSIDE! Amazon.com for Dummies (Faperback)

— by Mara Friedman (Author) "No one (except maybe Amazon.com founder Jeff Beaos]
ever Imagined that one day there would be a way that yeu could buy everything fram
books..." (more)

Key Phrases: sccure scrver button, now page that appears, browse bos,
Amaron Favments, Assoogtes Central, Speoalty Stores (more. )

w I:lE' CUSTOMEr Fen|ews)

Available from these sellers.

Fincd pruat chrals
ey
O P

A E[ﬂfnr;nnﬂ
Reat of Us!

[ e—r—

12 new from $3.13 15 used Mrom $2.93

4 of 14 people found the following review helpful:

problems with navigating amazon.com?, November 18, 2005
By Gary Kuhlman "speedkOre" [ (Irvine, CA USA) - See all my reviews

REAL NAME™

ok so i've never read this book, but if you need a book to navigate amazon.com,
then you should just give me your money instead. I mean, I know it's hard to type
a word and press enter, and then press buy; | think the real difficulty of
amazon.com is how the author managed to write XXX pages about navigating
amazon.com. Having said that, it almost makes me want to buy this book, so I'm
changing my 1 Star to 2.
Help other customers find the most helpful reviews Report this | Permalink

Was this review helpful to you? Yes No Comment
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[Danescu et al., 2009]

Review helpfulness: Conformity

People find opinions more helpful

More helpful

0 0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5
absolute ceviation

Further away from the average
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[Danescu et al., 2009]

Review helpfulness: Deviation

reviews are more helpful

More helpful

4 3.5 3 =25 =2 1.5 =1 0.5 0 05 1 1.9 2 25 3 35 4

- >
Below average Above average
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Future Directions

Seeing just a few votes, what’s the final outcome

Based on who shoed up, predict outcome
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Future Directions

Status vs. Similarity

Agreement with the statement vs.
Statement is technically correct

What reputation/merit mechanisms should we

build into the social systems to achieve desirable
behavior?
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