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ABSTRACT

Web 2.0 works with the principle of weak coopenatizshere a
huge amount of individual contributions build soliand
structured sources of data. In this paper, we Idétai main
properties of this weak cooperation by illustratthgm on the
photo publication website Flickr, showing the varief uses
producing a rich content and the various proceddesssed by
Flickr users themselves to select quality. We ulimked the
interaction between small and heavy users as afisplecm of
collective production in large social networks coomities. We
also give the main statistics on the (5M-users,M5pbotos)
data basis we worked on for this study, collectexnf Flickr
website using the public API.

Keywords
web2.0, social media, flickr, folksonomies, selffamization,
social networks.

1. INTRODUCTION

Without trying (once again) to define what lies damhat does
not) behind the label “Web 2.0”, one can at leastl dvith the
articulation of individual self-production practge and
cooperation between Internet users, resulting @ dbllective
construction, on the WWW, of big, structured sosraef
information made of a huge amount of individual tcitrutions.

The development of the ‘good-old Web’ had alwaysrbdriven
by a community ideal, and it had been built up fyathrough

organized cooperation between voluntary participai this
context, the cooperation between members has dfsn
described as strong: mutual socialization and eédfiroles give
members a feeling of belonging to the community andint,

shared aim [1]. The successful growth of Web 2.6vises

(driven by Wikipedia, blogs, Flickr, etc.) has led the

definition of a much weaker cooperation betweeerimt users,
detailed in [1].

As a result of the spread of self-production tdatsage, video,
blog platforms, wiki, etc.), Web 2.0 services eeatboperation
between Internet users as a side effect of thaiividual
publication activities. The ‘strength of weak comgimn* lies in

! The expression is of course coined in reference to

Granovetter's 8ength of Weak Tig8].
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the fact that it is not necessary for individuats have a
cooperative plan of action or an altruistic concbgiorehand.
They discover cooperative opportunities simply baking their
individual productions public. Public space is sea® an
opportunity for one’s visibility, leading to relati making and
eventually actual cooperation with different levelsf
involvement. And this cooperation can work in ayéarge
scale precisely because it is non-demanding. Theakw
cooperation in a numeric space also allows coojperéetween
small and heavy users which could be problematieah life.

As a website for photo publication providing todfgt enable
coordination, Flickr is often showed as a typiceraple of the
Web 2.0 [4]. The aim of this paper is to detail tancept of
weak cooperation on this example, showing the gragety of

uses, from plain stockpiling of photos to complexnbinations
of all the functionalities, and how these functilitiess serve
both individualistic purposes such as building snebtoriety
and altruist ones since they lead to a highly stmed base of
photos with many user-generated procedures to tsgleality

from quantity.

We first describe in Section 2 the functionalitefsthe website
and the database we used for our study, givingcl@gires on
the uses of the website. Section 3 deals with iddal aspects
of these uses such as the variety of individuattimas and the
necessity of ‘playing the game’ to get acknowledgEdis last
point leads to Section 4 where collective issuesatdressed,
studying the user-created groups, mixing a botmé#ie and
social functionality whose role in the weak coopiera is
crucial since it enables users to invent their gaocedures of
selection.

2. FLICKR, SYMBOL OF WEB 2.0

Although Flickr is among the original ‘officiallyWeb 2.0
website$, its founders had not anticipated that it woulddyee
a photo publication tool. Stewart Butterfield andt€ina Fake
(see [4]) initially intended it as a multi-playearge, then as a
platform with chatrooms where people would shar¢ecib
materialized as pictures. But uploading of persgigtures took
more and more importance in the service launchetuljcorp

2in the exemplified definition seminally given bynT O'Reilly

[3].



in February 2004. The functionalities evolved topmess
chatrooms and provide personal pages to usersr Aftew
months of growing success, Flickr was acquired ljao! for
reportedly $30 million.

The ability of the creators of Flickr to follow theetual uses of
their service was a key to its original positionewgd thus to its
success. It came at just the right time, combirttrgy boom of
the sales of digital cameras, the growth of societworks

services and the success of blogs, for which Fliskon

provided posting tools.

Some studies have already been done on Flickr.H$tery of
the site and its emblematic importance in the wé&bparadigm
has been introduced by Cox [4] and Van House [#ilev

Marlow et al. [8] present Flickr as an example of Folksonomy

systems. But few studies are based on extractiénElickr
database. To our knowledge, the only large stagilséinalysis of
Flick data has been done by Kunwral. [9] at Yahoo. They
present a series of measurements of the evolufitredifferent
components of Flickr's relational structure. Instiseminal work
they have demonstrated that Flickr (and Yahoo! 369)
composed of a growing giant connected componen§ %f
users at the end of the studied period) that reptsshe large
group of people who are connected to each otheugfr paths
in the social network. Beside this giant componethiey
describe a middle region of less connected userd, then
isolated singletons. While this structure is cheastic of large
networks, they show that the proportion of the rledegion is
constant over the time, taking 1/3 of the users.aimther
context, Lerman and Jones [10] extracted small kzsrgf data
from Flickr in order to show the role of contaats browsing on
the site. The most important part of the studiesFbekr deal
with the analysis of the evolution of photograppractices [7].
In an examination of digital photographers’ “photoiw
activities” [11], Miller and Edwards [12] have shedvthat for
some people, Flickr supports a different set of tpb@phy
practices, socializing styles and perspective owapy than
traditional photo amateurs. Our study comforts ttea that in
transforming amateur practices in a public activilickr has
proposed a new paradigm for amateurs in which egjout and
visibility can be built by the intensity of the comnicative
involvement with Flickr functionalities. Since Ckent [13] early
book about the “Kodak Culture” of amateur photodmapthe
rise of Internet-based photo-sharing has strondfected
domestic practices of photography. In Kodak Cultiesmall
group of persons (friends and family) share oraties around
images with others. In the new culture of image alled
"Snaprs" (a reference to the missing "e" in Flidky)the authors
— photos are used to tell stori@&h images, rather tharabout
images as with the home mode [see also 14, 20fhignnew
context, photo is not a story shared with closédtikes, but a
large-scaled conversation shared with people thsticipants
don’t know in real life. Our study shows that Kodakd Snaprs
cultures coexist on Flickr platform, but that Snapers lead the
community.

2.1 Main functionalities

Photos are the center of Flickr's activity. Useas éndex them
with tags (freely chosen keywords), post them to thematear-us
createdgroups, and puttommentsto them. Only the owner of a
photo can post it to a group, while any user cap aad

comment other users’ photos. Users can also mafavasites
other users’s photos.

Users have to register togaoup to be able to post photos to it
and users can mark other users@sacts

Basic membership is free but has some limitatioith vespect
to a paying so-called “pro” account (only the 1260 uploaded
photos of the user are displayed, the user can aelte three
sets, and the per-month upload bandwidth limibvsdr.)

2.2 Harvesting the data

During Summer 2006, we have used the Flickr pubRi* to
extract allpublic data concerning the five functionalities listed
above (tags, groups, comments, favorites, contaEts) users,
only the identifiers have been stored (no persamfafmation)
and for photos, only identifiers and titles (of ceal not the
photo itself).

The extraction was done (in Java) by iterating acheuser idl,

to get all contacts and (public) groupswfand by iterating on
each (public) photgp of u, to get all comments, tags and
favorites ofp. Another iteration was then done on each grgup
to get the list of photos posteddn

2.3 Basic figures

By definition, private photos are... private, thugeacthable by
the API. However we can give an upper bound foir theantity
since the ids of Flickr photos are numbered by aglordet.
For instance, we have in our photo base the id82PP83 and
222851185 but not the 222851184. The latter is thitiser
private or has been deleted. By this mean, onectaim that
private photos are not more than 33@ince the ids that we
have in our base cover 67% of the range). In tisé o the
paper, only public photos will be considered unigsscifically
mentioned.

Figure 1 shows the distribution of photos, whichofscourse
highly heterogeneous (although technically not awer law),
20% of the users owning more than 82% of the phdoe
counts 156 840 996 (public) photos for 4 788 438 users,
which makes an average of 33 for all users or 87 for users
having at least one photo. “Pro” accounts have naturally much
more photos: they own 59.5% of photos while thgyresent
3.7% of the users.

3 Since our data extraction, these rules have clthage pro
accounts don't have upload limit any more.

4 http://mww.flickr.com/services/api/

5 Let us just mention for the anecdote the first ljpuphoto,
numbered 74,  http://www.flickr.com/photos/bees/74/
uploaded on December 15, 2003 and named big_test.

8In an interview given in April 2005, Stewart Bufteld even
gave an 82% for public photos (see [12]). Note that 67%
is rather constant in time (actually it goes betwé&% and
70%), which does not contradict the 82% since wetdwave
a way to know the amount of uploaded-then-deletextqgs.



. . per user (having at least 1) % of users having 0
functionalities
total all non-pro pro all non-pro pro
photos 156 840 996 87 39 562 62 65 6
of a user 14 926 127 9 6 40 65 67 20
contacts | i
incoming - 9 6 41 65 66 16
given 46 646 865 76 26 254 87 90 25
comments
received - 61 24 271 84 86 35
given 17 883 026 56 27 145 93 95 56
favorites
received - 52 15 131 93 95 39
groups 72 875 15 8 37 92 94 51
Table 1. Distribution of Flickr Functionalities
One reads this table as follows: the average nuaibghnotos per user having at least 1 photo is
87 among all users, 39 among non-pro, 562 amongigers. Users with no photo make 62%,
65% and 6% respectively among all users, non-pecstend pro users.
100 20

All accounts : 4788438 users
2988916 (62.41%) have no photo
Average : 87.15 photos |
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Figure 1. Public photos per user

Table 1 above sums up the average use of eachidnality.
The first obvious thing to remark is the big difface between
pro and non-pro users, which is not only a consecgi®f the
limitation in the number of photos, since it casoabe observed
on the average number of contacts (6 vs. 40). Waatalso be
noticed is the different amount of uses of the oasi
functionalities, even among pro users (only less thalf of pro
users use groups or favorites). Before studying deatail
Section 3 this diversity, let us focus on the namdive users.

2.4 Top sample base

As we have just seen, the activity of Flickr uséssvery
heterogeneous in intensity. In order to study #iqularities of
the social uses of the site, we have extractedrgplsabase for
some of the measures presented in the next séclibis base is
made of the 50 000 more intensive users, wherénteasity of
a user was measured by taking the sum of the nimedatanks
of a user on each of the functionalities. In thisdy the average

"We always mention which measures are done on tieew
base and which on this top sample base.

number of posted photos is 915 (with a maximum¥37), of
contacts 181, of favorites 270 (received 307), afsted
comments 775 (received 751).

3. BUILDING ONE’S REPUTATION

3.1 Various public uses

The originality of Flickr was to mix photo storafgeilities with
social activity. Figure 2 shows the repartitiortlod usage of the
functionalities among all registered users.

Naked
Account
(inactive or contacts
private photos 4%
only) contacts +
39% Photos comm. 4%
anfgr;;oore comments 3%
Active
account, no
public photo
23% Photos only others

19% 5%

Figure 2. Distribution of functionalities among all registered user

First, 39% of the registered users seem to belyoizédctive.
They dort use any functionalities of the site and they Imave
uploaded public photos. Second, 23% of users hauplbaded
public photos but have used communication functites. of
the site. We could hypothesize that a small papaaficipants of
those two categories of users have uploaded prpfadé¢os that
we couldn’t catch in our data. Nevertheless, tipairticipation
in general Flickr activities remain very small evénthey
represent 62% of all registered users. The stratgrbgeneous
distribution of the intensity of participation iscammon law of
all web (2.0 or not) platforms. In the followingcsiens, we will
only discuss on the remaining 38% of users. We coul
distinguish two groups of users: 19% of them uplg@adblic
photos without using communication functionaliti@sd 19%



have both uploaded public photos and used various

communicative functionalities such as contacts, roemts or
group participation.

This opposition strengthens the main difference Fickr

practices between people using Flickr in ordertdoestheir own
private or public pictures and those who use phafolts as a
way to communicate with others. As it has been rilesd in

many other online platforms such as Wikipedia [Hihgs [17]

or YouTube [18], a very small minority of users guoe a large
amount of the content but also organize this cdntierough

their activities: creating or animating group, teugg pictures,
organizing contests, defining reputation of othets,

As soon as we concentrate our observation on theses, we
can observe two significant kinds of social netvilogkpractices.
Some are more interested in social contacts, oth®rs
socializing content. Those results can be obsewih the

correlation matrix of the uses of Flickr functioiies (Table 3
on the next page, we discuss this more in detdw)e social

practices such as incoming and outgoing conta&sseongly
correlated with each other, but not with the nundfeuploaded
pictures. On the contrary, sharing comments or rite® are
closely linked together and also strongly assodiatéth the

number of photos.

Component
1 2 3

Nb photos -0.56 -0.23¢ 0.61¢&

nb contacts out 0.325 0.833 0.058
nb groups 0.196 0.058 -0.771
nb contacts in 0.648 0.662 0.191
nb favorites out 0.529 -0.211 -0.207
nb favorites in 0.808 -0.058 0.097
nb comments out 0.894 -0.277 0.085
nb comments in 0.720 -0.443 -0.003

Table 2. Three dimensional PCA: three type of usés
(top sample base)

To be more precise, Table 2 summarizes the resulthe top
sample base, of a principal component analysis hreet
dimensions showing three types of uses, the fingt @pposing
the number of photos to the rest of the functidieali Gocial

media usg the second one opposing the functionalitiechtd

to photos to the functionalities attached to ther slySpace-
like) and the third where most of the activity is cartcated on
uploading photosphoto stockpilinyy A synthetic projection on
the first two components is given on Figure 3.He last type of
use (photo storage), people upload photos but hawe
communication practices with other users. In tloistext, Flickr

appears only as a personal repository. We couldthgsize that
most of them belong to the “Kodak culture” [13] thlaan be
characterized by holiday and family pictures. Theasd one is
a kind of MySpace-like use of Flickr. People uplaadgmall

number of pictures but have an intense use of cargation

functions. They use Flickr as a social network sgiterder to
find new friends, sometimes with no clear links hwipublic)

photographic activities. The first type of use ihet
conversational use of photography which charaaerithe

8 The three axis of the analysis explain 68% of wagance,
which means that it is rather reliable.

“Snaprs Culture” [13]. In this context, people shaontents,
comments and social relations. This variety of ustesws the
flexibility of the platform. But it also demonstest that a
minority of active users can lead the whole comnyufsee also

[9D).

1,00
nb cntacts out e
nb contacts in like
O
0,75
0,50

Social
media use

Photo

025 stockpiling

Dimension 2

0,00 nb favorites in

nb comments out
©

-0,25

-0,2 0,0 0,2 04 0,6 08 1,0

Figure 3. Two-dimenSIGn projection of the PCA

3.2 Reciprocity

The core principle of “social media” is that thedividual
practices just described are driven by the recagnifisers give
to each other. It is no surprise that a high p&#a%4) of the
contacts are reciprocated. This reciprocity is 3@%comments
between users.é. the fact that a user has commented at least
one photo of usev), which is still very high since contrarily to
contacts, returning a comment requires more thigkicty on a
link: you have to go to the user’s page, choseagahnd... find
something to say. Table 3 shows the correlatioriedmn the
different functionalities. The highest correlativalue (0.87) is
precisely for received comments. posted comments, which
means that people posting many comments also eceany
comments.

» o |o [ZI
o 2 1€ ulE wulw I S
. 8| 2 |cc|Ec|LBlL Qe g[S ¢
correlations 2] 2|28|s 8|z 2|z 2[E B|E 3
o mjcocw—mu—ﬂ) [3]
a o g|lE s|la o 3|8 8|8 3
2| € [o O|g Oofcs o & o
c c o o
c c
nb photos 1,00
nb groups 0,24| 1,00

outgoing contacts | 0,13| 0,45 1,04

incoming contacts | 0,17| 0,51| 0,7 1,0

nb faves granted |0,17| 0,46| 0,39 0,39 1,0

0
nb faves received | 0,16| 0,42| 0,24 061 047 1,0
3

nb com. posted 0,20 0,52| 0,3 0,60 0,53 0,48 1,00

nb com. received |0,17| 0,49] 0,29 0,47 0,53 0,35 0,87 1Jo0

Table 3. Correlations between functionalities per ser



Of course this doesn’t mean any general rule: ntioae 2 300
users have posted at least 100 comments withouindav
received only one, whereas only 317 users heweivedat least
100 comments without having posted any. Postinghigys
easier than receiving... The difficulty is even geeafor
favorites since this functionality is by definitiom matter of
taste: only 13% of favorites between users (udess marked at

least one photo of useras favorite) are reciprocated and the

correlation between favorites given and receivedasy low
(0.47). However, an interesting clue for favorites, will be
detailed now, is the high correlation (0.78) betwdavorites
received andcommentsposted, suggesting that if you don’t
necessarily get “faved” by commenting other peapf#iotos, at
least you will be much more likely to. Note thatisthis
confirmed by the fact that for the users in our sanple base,
the average number of favorites received is eveigh(ly)
greater than the one of favorites given.

3.3 Flickr's star system
Since the Flickr platform provides visible signsretognition
(views, faves, comments), it generates a sub-ptpolaf star
photographers, characterized by very good audiéguaees (up
to 1 million views, 100 comments per photo) oftermbined
with other forms of recognition.

To have an insight on how Flickr stars are madetegted a
simple regression model on our top sample based&pendant
variable is the number of favorites received. Wpla&ix it with

the variables of activity on Flickr: photos postedymments
made, favorites granted, groups membership, cantacde.
The regression analysis suggests (R2=0.51) thalbeseway to
obtain gratifications is to post a lot of commertt&gn comes
giving favorites and participating in groups. Sédcetivity is a
necessary condition to reputation: one of the pnemi Flickr
stars is also the top commentator on the site (Blebmments
posted in 18 month of activity).

So making oneself visible by posting a lot of comtseand a
lot of photos into groups, is one of the keys tocgss on Flickr.
Fame and recognition can also be earned or magudim the
editorial ecosystem developed around Flickr: adargriety of
blogs, groups, user-made algorithms, work at efitrgcthe
creme de la cremef Flickr, providing selection of photos,
interviews with Flickr artists, thematic selectipmsc. In return,
stardom on Flickr leads the elected users to iifiertheir
practice. For some users, Flickr fame is conveéal real-life
recognition and benefits, like publications in n&gas,
exhibition, and professional opportunities.

"I can honestly say | never, ever expected, wherstl started
using flickr to simply keep my drawings somewhetine to
easily be able to show them to friends, that | \Woeihd up
becoming one of the most popular people on flickd [I'm

amazed and quite touched at how many people regusit

my photostream, it's gotten 875 000 views in leéssita year,
and that’s just an absurd number to me. | mearata where
I live, has only 300 000 inhabitants! So this haser a very
cool experience for me, I've started getting aftamthere in
Iceland as well, which makes this all seem moré¢ seanehow.
I'm very optimistic about the future. I am curregnttudying
visual arts, preparing an exhibition, and | got Higst paying
shoot"(Rebekkahttp:/flickr.com/people/rebba/

Even though Rebekka, quoted above, may have crdated
Flickr account with the idea of being a stockpitityge user, her
publication activity was for her an opportunityinferaction and
as she started to “play the game” of the socialimethe became
so involved that she is now part of the lead usére operate
this weak cooperation.

4. GROUPS, A COORDINATION TOOL

The contact functionality is one-to-one. Functidies attached
to photos (comments, tags, favorites) are essbntiade-to-
many, even though some photos’ comments may bectsion
for discussion between commentators. The placeri@any-to-
many interactions is groups. In groups users caerant
independently of a photo or a photograph, haveud&ons or
make decisions on photos, photographers, groupsesr Flickr.
The fact that only 8% of all Flickr users (49% @bpsers) are
in groups is again a mark of the weak cooperatwinere an
active minority operates the structuring of the ifghmbmmunity.

Figure 4 shows the distribution of the number ofmbers and
of photos among the 72 875 groups. Technicallyraum is
made of gpool of photos posted by users who have previously
joined the group, and ofdiscussion forumvhere messages may
include small versions of photos (taken in the pmotlsewhere
on Flickr). What makes groups an important tool their
flexibility: any user can create a group, decide ttules
governing the posting of photos to the pool andnessages to
the forum, and name administrators who will be oesible for
the application of these rufesthere is thus a great diversity in
the types of groups, in their content as much dkeir rules and
activity.

30

Total : 72875 groups
25 Average : 77.69 members by group

N
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Total : 55404 public groups having at least one photo
Average : 787.10 photos by group
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Figure 4. Distribution of Flickr groups

4.1 Thematic and social tool

Among the site’s functionalities, tags, contactsl gmoups are
the three giving direct access to photos. The first have very
distinct functions: tags are essentially used fateking — a
photo with the tagcat will appear in global searches made on
this tag. As for contacts, they are the core malterf thesocial
media— Flickr shows you the recent photos of your cotsta

® Unlike other members, the administrators of a grbave the
technical possibility to remove photos, forum postseven
members from the group.



with the idea that people don't only want to seetph of
somethingout alsosomeone’photos [10]. Now groups draw on
both aspects: they gather not only photos on opie tout also
people, who contribute (or not) to give a socianity to the
group by their activity.

This wide range of group types partly explains thery high
thematic redundancy (over 300 groups about juss).cdthe
simplest are defined virtually around a tag (camrls3 etc ) with
no publication restrictions or specific ,

activity. Their interest lies mainly in
increasing the chances of photos beir
seen. Conversely, in some groups phot
are a pretext for abundant discussions
the forum or for playing games with
them. In the groug-lick-O-System: ?
degrees of separationeach discussion
thread is a game with photds(not I
necessarily taken from the group’s pool
a thread where each photo shares a sn
detail with the previous one, anothe
thread  with  characters  looking
alternately right and left (see picture o
the... right). This sociability within a
group sometimes extends to physiCa
meetings, like in the groufickr@paris, “Where the parisian
and tourist flickrites meet, party, and get sometypes done
together... Places change often, dates too, so &regye on the
topics announcing events”

Of course many groups are somewhere between nthstiyatic
and mostly social, since making social activitynfra thematic
goal is easy. To take an example, the grotpe Moon

[*current* photos only] is so specifically themati¢Rlease do
not post any pictures of the Moon that are olderthhree days
old in this group, pictures older than that will bdeleted.
Pictures that don't contain the Moon will also beleted” that

its administration itself becomes social activityhose tracks
can be seen in the forum.

4.2 An analytic scheme

In order to draw a map of the groups following the aspects
just described, namely tags and contacts as régplgdhematic
and social indicatot$, let us present briefly two measures of
thesé?.

Given a groupy, we will call thethematic graph(resp.social
graph) of g the graph whoserertices (i.e. nodes) are the
members ofy having posted at least one photo with at least one
tag, and where an (undirectegfjge(i.e. link) between usera
andv denotes the fact that they have at least onentagmmon

19 One can see there the spirit of the initially inted Flickr as
recalled earlier in this paper.

1 Of course these criteria are used as a proxy. Emym
circumstances, the contact functionality is used Asokmark
to a user’'s photos, which may thus also indicatbematic
relation. As for tags, many are used precisely toupgs as an
identity (thus social) marldéletemeltop-f25...).

12 5ee [13] for more details.

(resp. one is a contact of the other). Thematicesdgill be
weighted using a functiow defined as follows.

- Given a tag and a useu, n; andny(u) denote respectively
the number of all Flickr photos and the number lodtps
of useru, both having tagt (including photos outside
studied groups). The maximal value mfis denoted by

nmax-

- The rarity coefficient o, of a tagt is defined by
log(1+nma!ny). This coefficient ranges from 1 for the most
used tadeachto approximately 10 for the rarest ones.

- Thetag weightw,; of tagt on useru is defined by O if
n(u)=0, by 1+log n(u) otherwise. The idea of tHeg is of
course to reduce the impact of users posting tholssaf
photos about the same topic (their wedding, baly, c
holiday...)

- Finally the edge weightbetween userau and v is:
Wyy =Wy = 2% (2 X min(w,, W9, which is meant to
tell whether u and v share many tags, taking immoant
the rarity of these tags: the rarer are the tdgscloser the
users are to each other.

Let us now recall that &orentz curvegraphically shows a
cumulative distribution function (the leftmost cesson Figure 1
in Section 2 are Lorentz curves) and that@ma coefficientof a
distribution is the area between the Lorentz cuavel the
diagonal (which is the Lorentz curve of the uniform
distribution). This coefficient is a measure of theterogeneity
of the distribution: in the case of the number lob{ws owned by
members (Figure 1), the Lorentz curve for pro ugedoser to
the diagonal than the one for all users, thus time €efficient
(thus the heterogeneity of the distribution) is éow

We will now label a group by itsocial densitydefined as the
densityof its social graphi.g. the ratio of existing edges among
all possible edges given the number of vertices) as tag
dispersion defined as the Gini coefficient of the distriloutiof
edge weights in its thematic graph. Figure 5 shtvesresults
for a sample of the 450 groups having between 488 500
members (in our database, thus at the time ofrdngl

What is interesting is to look at the groups lyagay from the
upper-left cloud of mainstream groups with low sbaensity
and high tag dispersion. The most thematic onessw/iposition
is in the lower part of the chart, are listed oa téft-hand side
of the chart. Three-quarters of these group atexincategories:
geographical, especially cities (Buenos Aires, Aelv, Taipei

etc.) and technical groups (K750i, XPRO, Fuji etehose
social densities range from very low values (VierBckholm
for cities, K750i, expired films for technical) tpuite high ones
(Tel Aviv, Buenos Aires and toycamera, XPRO). Ie tase of
cities, the social density may distinguish betwermism groups
(where people just post photos of their travelshauit having
much contact with others) and everyday-life groups
suggested by the name of the grdigb Aviv Stories.
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As for groups with high social density, listed dre tright-hand
side of the chart, let us discuss on the first dhemasily
distinguishable on the far right on the chart. Toeup

Paralelas/Parallelsis intended for photos with... parallel lines

(wires, skyscrapers etc.), which could mean anyg kifphotos
(the tag dispersion is high). But as suggestedHaytitle in
Portuguese, many members are from Brazil. Thisiiexample
of a social group whose social activity comes fran
geographical proximity of its members (as was tasecfor Tel
Aviv Stories). The groug-LICKRGAYS is one of the (quite
few) examples of both thematic and social grdtipad may
have some relevance in terms of social cohesioralllyj Fifty
Favesis for photos having been marked as favoritestdgast
fifty users. Of course not thematic, this group fis very
experienced Flickr users, who know each other aasieh
discussions about their productions. Along with ynamilar
groups {op-f50, GreatPixGallery 100faves+ 100 club etc.), it
can also be seen as a popularity enhancer and bribeo
numerous groups whose function is to select quality

4.3 What does quality mean?

The editorial function is a response to the needyfality in a
context of decentralized self-production. Many geuare
created with this purpose, with again various wayachieve it.
Some highly prestigious groups set themselves up/eag
selective, heavily curatetigalleries, to quote the warning given
in the description of the grougardcore Street Photography
which refers to professional photo agencies as feodad
rejects photos without explanatioriaré don't have a quantified
set of rules. It's just a feeling that we haye”

There is also a large family of voting groups, ving<on the
following principle: each time someone posts a phttey must
rate or comment on one or more photos of the dfbuphe
administrators just delete the photos of members db not
play the game. Besides enabling an automatic feskdioa one’s

13 in our two lists, these groups afLICKRGAYS and
toycamera.com

1% http://www.flickr.com/groups/scoreme//himom/, /scoring/
etc. for scores,/commentscommentscommentgtomments/
/lonl/etc. for... comments.

photos, some of these groups also have a ‘selambld,
intended for photos having successfully gone thihoilng voting
process. As an example, in the grddeleteMe! members are
invited to tag photos with eitheteletemeor saveme After ten
deletemea photo is deleted from the pool. After wavemeit
is invited in the groufTHE SAFE?S, where it is voted on in a
weekly thread of the forum, along with all photsaved’ during
the same week.

Even though this example is particular among thailfa of
voting groups, since it is essentially devised agame {On
flickr we are all nice and sweet... always witheader word for
a flickrbuddy... [In the DeleteMe! group,] time tme nasty,
mean, selfish and arrogant, time to dare to saytwimthink...
and nobody can complain because that's the rulesibees
accept. [...] So just dare to put some of your phatosee how
we appreciate them and how quick we will removieoin the
group”), it still illustrates the kinds of sophisticatidimat can be
reached by procedures devised by Flickr userslextsguality,
as was studied in [12].

What is most remarkable is that all these proceduanght be
seen as redundant with a built-in functionalitytbé service,
namely thenterestingnessa kind of pagerank for Flickr photos,
taking into account elements such as the populafityho has
viewed them, marked them as favorites etc. Thisumdency
shows that there is not one unique measure ofrést|gness”
or of quality and people appear to want some commowhat
kind of aesthetics they want.

5. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we have presented the main resuit®uo
extraction of a Flickr database. We've insisted te
heterogeneity of involvements, the diversity of rgsactivities,
the role of groups and social relations in the ding of
reputation and structuring the community. We wantanclude
on the articulation between small and heavy usengh is one
of the main features of large-scale social netwaglsite. Even if
the flexibility of Flickr platform brings togetheiKodak” and
“Snapr” Cultures, the main originality of Flickr ihe way it

15 There are actually also several concurrent grintesded for
photos having been deletedbeleteMel



facilitates conversations between amateurs of ghaphy, who
doesn't know each other in real life and who bddy pnd gain
reputationwith photography. Our study shows that these users
represent a small minority of Flickr registered agauts and
nevertheless, they appear as a kind of leading pgfuthe
community. They create and animate new groups, rhm
other users’ photos and tag with the collectiveppse to create
a specific space to share photos with others. Alsmiaority of
users, encouraging new activities (comments, groligggission,
tagging), has contributed to transform a photoagferspace into
an organized and living space of communication.

We shall step further in future research by inahgdihe use
profile and popularity of users while studying tvegrious types
of groups. Taking into account the role of the tagsthe
building of communities is also an important isshat was not
investigated here.
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